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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Historic preservation plays a vital role in communities across the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvaniaproviding a multitude of benefits for Pennsylvania atsdresidents One often
overlooked category of benefits associated with historic preservation activitieedeomic
benefits. Historic preservation efforts can have significant positive impacts throughout the
Commonwealth on property values, downtown ketalization, tourism activity, job creation,

and tax revenue generatio.

This project is supported by a Preserve America grant from the National Park Service and
administered by the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission (FHRIEMC sub
granted the Preserve America grant to Preservation Pennsylvania, which engaged Econsult
Corporation as a Research Partner to produce this report. The Econsult team also consists of
Urban Partners, Studio for Spatial Practice, and J. Randall Cotton, formerltssi@ctor of

the Preservation Alliance for Greater Philadelphia.

ES.1 Economicand Fiscalmpactfrom Federal Tax Credit Projects

Historic preservation projects within the Commonwealth hdeeeraged federalresources
through the Historic Rehabilitabn Tax Credit programo stimulate considerable private
investment throughout the Commonwealthresulting in$7.0 billion in_project expenditures
from 1978 to 2010 Those expenditures have led $i7.1 billion in total economic impact
within the Commonwalth, supporting148,000 jobs and generating $380 million in state tax
revenues(see TableES.). While construction was by far the most impacted industry, many
other industries are also estimated to have benefitted fréme historic preservation work68
percent of the expenditure impact and 65 percent of the employment impain industries
besides construction.

2The activity that is the subject of this report has been financed in part with federal funds from the Nditidweal Park Service
US Department of the Interior. However, the contents and opinions do not necessarily reflect the views or policies of tt
Department of the Interior, nor does mention of trade nhames or commercial products constitute endorsement or recommer

by the US Department of the Interior.
This program receives federal financial assistance for identification and proiegiopesfiésstonder Title VI of the

Civil Rights Act of 1974, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, and the Age Discrimination Act ¢h&975, as amendk

US Department of the Interior prohibits discrimination on the basis of racal aofin, mksiability, or age in its federally

assisted programs. If you believe you have been discriminated against in any program, activity, or faciéityoas described ab

if you desire further information, please write to: Office of Equti, Olgtianial Park Service, 1849 C Street NW,
Washington DC 20240.
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TableES. I Estimated Total Economic and Fiscal Impact within the Commonwealth of

Pennsylvania Resulting froRederal Historic Rehaliihtion Tax Credit Projectfrom 1978 to
2010(in 2010 $M)

19782010Total Annual Averag

Total Expenditures $17,081 $534
Total Employment 148,31¢ 4,635
TotalStateTax Revenues $377 $12

Support of historic preservation efforts within the CommonWeamakes possiblethe
leveragingof the federal tax credit to stimulate significant private investment, resultinop
considerable construction activity, with sizeableeconomic and fiscal implications for the
Commonwealth as a whole A robust historic prgervation industry is therefore one that puts
people to work, generates tax revenues, and converts federal dollars into local impacts.

ES.2 Potential Economi@and Fiscalmpact of a State Tax Credit Program

It is projected thaiadding a statelevel tax credit, which is currently being discussed within the
Commonwealthyould induce an additional $55 million to $110 million in historic preservation
projects, which wouldconservativelycreate an additional $30 million to $270 million in total
economicimpact each year, supporting,200 to 2,300 jobs and generating $8llion to $6
million in state tax revenues, and would be the equivalend & to8 percent annual return on
the public investment represented by theitial tax credit(see Tabl&S. 2

TableES.Z; Estimated Total Annudhcrease irEconomic and Fiscal Impact within the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvanigesultirgfrom Historic Preservation Projects Resulting from a

ProposedStateLevel25 PercenfTax Credit Program, Assuming It Indu@sto 50 Percent More
Investment (in 2010 $M)

Total Expenditures $134to $267
Total Employment 1,20G0 2,300
Total State Tax Revenues $3to $6
Return on Investment on Year 1 Outlay 5%-8%
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These preliminary figures indicate that a statevel tax creditis an investment in the
Commonwealth that is worth consideringSkeh a program will induce significant new historic
preservation activity, which yields a more robust tax base from which municipalities and school
districts can generate property taxesThe upfront investment in tax revenues foregone is
matched by upfront economic impacts from construction and rehabilitation, as well as ongoing
FTA&AOFE AYLI OGa FTNBY KAIKSNI f20Ff LINBLISNI @
percent per year bdcto state and local governments, thus paying beakheé S+ ND&a Ay @S
within 12 to 21 years.

(.
\

[j
au

ES.3 Property Value Impact

An analysis of three historic districts within the Commonwealth suggests hisbric
designation increases property valueee Table ES.3which shifts the potential role of
historic preservation in statewide strategy. Historic preservation need not only be thought of in
aesthetic, cultural, or historical terms, but can be included in the discussion by economic
development pactitioners andneighborhood stabilization and revitalizationadvocates, as a
potential addition to those professional toolkits.

TableES.3; EstimatedEffects on Property Valugsom Designations or Expansions of Selected
Historic Districts within tle Commonwealth of Pennsylvania

Powelton Village Annual priceappreciation of 3 percentage points more than
(Philadelphia) citywide average in the years after designation

iz e WA EIASE 15 percent increase in house prices the yeardigtact expansior

(Pittsburgh)
West Chestdbowntown Houses within newly expanded district command a premium ¢
(West Chester) percent over West Chester houses

In addition, ata time when many homeowners have negative equityd communities are
negatively impated by the spillover effect of foreclosures and disinvestment, the stabilizing
and enhancing effect of historic designations aanerate household wealth and prevent
further distress in local housing markets Furthermore, since many municipalities areifa
severe fiscal distress, actiortzat can increase property valsean, if assessments are properly
adjusted to account for those market realities, result in much neepexperty tax revenue
increases
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ES.4 Economic and Fiscal Impact from Heritageufism

Historic preservation safeguards assets unique to the Commonwealth that are significant
tourism draws. It is estimated thdueritage tourism(as defined as activity tover 50 heritage
arisSa t20FGSR UGUKNRAZAK2dzi (K S12/HerivayeAvedsSartie | K =
historic district in Philadelphicentered on Independence Mgéiccounts for32 million visitors

and $10 billion in visitor spending each yeawhich, when combined with direct expenditures
associated with the ongoing operatisrof such destinations, results in an industry that has
total annwal economic impact of $2 Billion, supporting 37,000 jobs and generating $90 million

in state tax revenueésee Tabl&S. 4.

Table ES.4 EstimatedTotal AnnualEconomicand Fiscalmpact within the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania Resulting frofderitage Tourism Operating Expenditures and Visitor Spending

2010$M)
Total Visitor Spending $1,026
Total Expenditures $2,887
Total Employment 36,812
Total State TeRevenues $89

Thus, an important economic benefit of historic preservation activities within the
Commonwealth is that they safeguard structures and locations that draw visitors from outside
the Commonwealth, whose spending within the Commonwealth on recreation,
accommodations and travel ¢ supports local economies. To the extent that the
Commonwealth can maintain its historic assets, and more effectively promote them to visitors,
it can benefit from the economic stimulus provided by heritage tourism, through the
importation d purchasing power from outside the Commonwealth for the benefit of merchants
and communities within the Commonwealth.

ES.5 Qualitative Impacts

Historic preservation activities confer additional benefits that are more qualitative in nature,
but are no &ss important in making the case for more historic preservation activity:

f Aesthetics and educationg | AZG2NARO o6dzAf RAy3aa KI @S
R20dzySyda¢ F2NJ GKS addzRe I LILINE Cakd: G

o]
by R A
helppreservd y | NBI Q& dzyAljdzS ARSYyGAGe FyR aSyas
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1 Environmental sustainability¢ Rehabilitation of historic buildings capitalize on the
GSY02RASR SySNHeée¢ 2F SEAAGAY3T aA0GNUzOGdzNB & =
route of constructing new hidingsand using up open space

1 Revitalization and stabilizatiorg Historic preservation contributes to the mending and
safeguarding of oler communities and structuressan improve housing stock and
stabiize working class neighborhoods, and Hzeen used togreat effect to target
economic activity to areas of need

These qualitative impacts are in very much in line with the kinds of objectives being pursued by
governments at all levels. As a result, historic preservation is increasingly understood in these
terms, and there are many opportunities for collaboration across state and local agencies
towards mutually desired ends, with historic preservation playing its role in stimulating
economic development.Case studies on three communities within the Commoaoalive
(Phoenixville, Gettysburg, and Lewisburg) confirm that there are many ways to achieve these
ends, using a combination of federal, state, and local initiatives and connecting to active local
bodies and unique local assets.

ES.6 Conclusion

Historic preservation efforts come in all shapes and sizes, befitting the diversity of assets
contained within the Commonwealth. To the aesthetic, cultural, and historical benefits historic
preservation confers on the Commonwealth, this report adds its many ecunbenefits:
economic stimulus through construction projects, wealth gains and tax revenue generation
through property value appreciatiorandjobssupported from tourism activity
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1.0

INTRODUCTION

Historic preservation plays an integredle in commuries across theCommonwealth of
Pennsylvania, providing a multitude of benefits for Pennsylvania isndesidents Historic

A ¥ v oA

preservationvalues areRS S LI & SYOSRRSR i GKS O2NB 2F GKS
and its guiding principles: Article ISection 27 of the state constitution proclaims the right of

iKS

LIS2LX S (2 GKS LINBASNBI A2y 2F (GKS /1 2YY2Yy 6

generations, while the more recently adopted Keystone PrinciplesGfowth, Investment &
Resource Quservation2 ¥ (G KS / 2YY2y 4SSt GKQa 9 (pHoyitResth® 5S IS
preservation and adaptive reuse of significant historic structures.

One often overlooked category associated with historic preservation activitieeasomic
benefits. Histaic preservation efforts can have significant positive impacts throughout the
Commonwealth orproperty values, downtown revitalization, tourism activity, job creation,
and tax revenue generation Historic preservation advocates have long spoken of these
advantages, buhave often lacked quantitative and independelidation of their magnitude.

To help remedy this, and tdurther state the case for historic preservation within the
Commonwealththis report was commissiad to considera numberof categoriesof economic
benefit. This report includes the following componests:

T

Thetotal economic impact resulting from historic preservation projects that were made
possible by the use déderal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credi(Section 2).

The projeced usage level and resulting economic impact associated wiphoposed
state-level historic preservation tax credifSection 3).

The estimated impact ohistoric designation orproperty values through a detailed
econometric analysis ofthree locally degnated historic districts across the
Commonwealth (Section 4).

The AYLI OG 2F KA&AG2NRARO LINB&aSNIII (A 2hgritaggy (GKS
tourism industry (Section 5).

3 This broad coverage of the topic of historic preservation reflects the more expansive definition and approach take
Preservation Pennsylvania, which defines historic preseevtilmwing manner:

Historic preservation is the practice of recognizing, protecting, using and appreciating our nation's diverse cult
resources so that generations to come may benefit from them. Encompassing a wide raimptudingesources
houss, neighborhoods, commercial buildings, downtowns, bridges, religious buildings, schools and battlefield
historic preservation is also an economic development tool that has proven to be an effective way to revita
neighborhoods and downtowns.
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1 GCase studies of communities within the Commonwealth that had implemented
successfi KA &G2NRO LINBASNDI A2y AYAIGAIMahOSE | &
Street, Traditional Downtownsand/or Heritage Areagprograms (Section)6

1 Additionalqualitative benefitsassociated with historipreservation efforts (Section .7)

This projectis supported by a Preserve America grant from the National Park Service and
administered by the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission (PiHMGyperation

with Preservation PennsylvamtaEconsult Corporatiowas engageds a Research Partnes t
produce thisreport.>® The Econsult team also consists of Urban Partners, Studio for Spatial
Practice, and J. Randall Cotton, former associate director of the Preservation Alliance for
Greater Philadelphia.

4 The ativity that is the subject of this report has been financed in part with federal funds from the National Park Service c
US Department of the Interior. However, the contents and opinions do not necessarily reflect the views or policies of t
Depament of the Interior, nor does mention of trade names or commercial products constitute endorsement or recomment
by the US Department of the Interior.

This program receives federal financial assistance for identification and protectipeiehistomcgr Title VI of the

Civil Rights Act of 1974, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, and the Age Discrimination Act ah&975, as amends
US Department of the Interior prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, dglor,disdibitigl,@r age in its federally

assisted programs. If you believe you have been discriminated against in any program, activity, or faciétyoas described ab
if you desire further information, please write to: Office of Equal QgmorainRerk Service, 1849 C Street NW,
Washington DC 20240.

5See Appendix A for a full bibliography of sources used in this report.
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20 IMPACT OF STATE PKRFANTS IN THE FRBRE HISTORIC
REHABILITATION TAREDIT PROGRAM

2.1  The Importance of Federal Tax Credit Projects

An important way in which historic preservati@an economic development engine is through
the construction activity generated ke rehabilitation and restration of historic structures
The availabilityof a federalincometax credit for qualifyinghistoric preservation projecthas
made possible numerous preservation initiatives within the Commonweulthich then have
an impact at a local level, in therfn of construction and other jobs as well iasreasedstate
and local tax revenues.

The Commonwealth has beensubstantial beneficiary of this federal tax incentared of the
considerable private investment that results from. it Over the past 30+ ears the
Commonwealth has seen historic preservation activities acgiubillion in project costs, which
has generatedb17 billion in total economic impact, supporting 148,000 jobs and generating
$380 million in state tax revenues

2.2  Federal Tax Cuht Activity

{AYyOS AGa AyOSLAZ2Y Ay wmMdptcI (GKS DblaA2yl f t
program has helped make historic preservati@storation and rehabilitation capital projects

possible by providing a subsidy on qualifyexpendituesin the form of a federal tax credit

(equal to one dollar in tax credit for every five dollars in qualified expenditurts)s
A0AYdzZ FGAY3T LINAGEFGS Ay@SaildySyido LY HantTIZ (KS
users of this program, ranking sea in boththe number of projects and the dollar value of

those projects, but it slipped to seventh and™éespectivelyin 2009 before rebounding to

fourth and fourth in 2010 (see Takkel).
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Table2.1¢ Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credtoject Activity,Pennsylvania and

NeighboringState$

State State Tax Credlit 2007 Rank 2009 Rank 2010 Rank

$ # $ # $

PA N 2 2 7 16 4 4
DE Y 26 45 23 38 27 37
N N 25 34 | 27 39

NY Y 5 51 9 3
OH Y 14 17 14 41 7 10

Source: National ParleB&ice (2008, 2010, 2011), Econsult Corporation (2011)

From 1978 to 2010, there were 2,238 projects within the Commonwetithling at least 57
million square feet of spacdeand $70 billion in project coststhat qualified for the Historic
Rehabilitation Tax Credit (see Tale2and Table2.3). The largest such project during this time
period was the renovation of the John Wanamaker Store in downtown Philadelphia in 1992,
whichrepresented$235 million in project costs.

6 See AppendixXf@& a more detailed version of this figure.

7Qver 10 percent of the projects did not have date doosggarand thus are not included in this aggregate square footage
total.

80n an inflation adjusted basis, using the Consumer Price Index to express all dollars in 2010 terms. Ud#al project cost in
portions of project budgets that did ngtfqualie tax credit, since those costs would likely not have been borne but for the
federal tax credit. On average, these additional portions represent about 7 percent of project budgets. Those portion
known for projects from 2005 to 2010, ardsuened for projects from before then.

9 See Appendixf@ additional detail on Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit project activity during this time period.
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Table2.2 ¢ FederalHistoric Rehabilitation Tax Credit Projectsithin the Commonwealthfrom
1978 to 2010 (in 2010 $)

Floor Area (SF) Total Project Cost ($)

Largest 1.8M $235M
Median 3.75K $423K
Average 36.3K $3M
Total 57.3M $6.985B
SourceNational Park Servic@11), Penngyania Historical and Museum Commissia@X0, Econsult
Corporation 2011

Table2.3 ¢ FederalHistoric Rehabilitation Tax Credit Projectgthin the Commonwealthfrom
1978 to 2010, byCommonwealthRegion (in 2010 $J

Region # Projects Project Costs Squae Footage

NC 64 $41M 448K

NE 128 $179M 1.985M
NW 48 $102M 1.381M
SC 540 $757M 9.476M
SE 981 $5.005B 37.675M
SW 477 $901M 7.341M
Total 2238 $6985B 57.307M

SourceNational Park Service@11),Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commiss204@, Econsult
Corporation (2010)

2.3  Economic and Fiscal Impact from Federal Tax Credit Projects

There is significant economic stimulus that results from these projects. Rehabilitation efforts
lead to construction employment, and create initial expendituresose economic impact
ripples through entire local and regional economiewhich creates jobs within the
Commonwealth and generates tax revenues for the Commonwealitne labofintensive
nature of historic preservation activities maleparticular impactdr job creation

10See Appendixf@r a map and list of counties by Commonwealth region.
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Based oreconomic and fiscal impaehodelng performed by Econsult for this repott it is
estimated that qualifying projects from 1978 to 2010 generated a tot&i1af.1 billion in total
expenditures, supporting 148,000 jobs and $5.9libn in earnings within the Commonwealth,
and generating $380 million iradditional state taxes for the Commonwealth This is an
annual average of $&8million in total expenditures, supporting 4,600 jobs and @inillion in
earnings within the Commonwéh, and generating $12 million edditionalstate tax revenues
for the Commonwealtl{see Tabl&.4).

11To estimate the tagabnomic impact associated with these projects, the Econsult team devetapdt ancideht

based on multiplier data provided by US Department of Commerce, which calculates the composition and scale of
expenditures, employment, and earrsalgsgefrom the aggregate direct expenditures from all qualifying projects. It also
developed a fiscal impact model to estimate the tax revenues that result from such a composition and stgle of economic ax

Any expenditure generates additionatmécattivity in a particular geographic area via the mechanism of the Keynesian
consumption multiplier, an established behavioral characterization of the nature of economic activity in @ market econon
other words, in measuring the total econaawic ofnan initiative, one must account for the couniledsstnier
relationships within a region, and specifically the manner in which an increase in output in a particular industry resu
increases in outputs by other industries.

The economimp a c t mo d el takes multiplier data -OutpptnModelng US D
Systems (RIMS 1) to produce estimates of the distribution of economic impact at the county and state lgvel. The fiscal i
model estimates the taszemeie implications to the Commonwealth of that scale and coeymositioic Dhpact. See
AppendixEor a summary of the Econsult teambds economic and
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Table2.4 ¢ Estimated Total Economic and Fiscal Impact within the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania Resulting frofRederal Historic Rehabilitation Tax e Projectsfrom 1978 to
2010, byCommonwealthRegion(in 2010 $M)

A Annual
SW 2010 Average
Total 9
Direct $41  $179  $102  $757 $5,005 $901 | $6,985 $218
Expenditureg ' '
Indirect and
Induced $59 $259 $148 $1,094 $7,234 $1,303| $10096 $316
Expenditureg
Total
Expenditures $99 $438 $250 $1,851 $12,239 $2,204| $17,081 $534
Total
863 3,802 2,171 16,075 106,267 19,138| 148,316 4,635
Employment
1ol $32  $140  $80  $593 $3,921 $706 | $5473 $171
Earnings ’ ’
TotalState
Tax $2 $10 $6 $41 $270 $49 $377 $12
Revenues

Source: US Department of Commegdaureau of Economic Analysis (200National Park Service@11),
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commiss26a@, Econsult Corporatior2011)

While construction was by far the most impacted industry, matiyer industries are also
estimated to have benefitted fronthe historic preservation work Sixtyeight percent of the
expenditure impact and 65 percent of the employment impact were in industries besides
construction such as manufacturing, professiorsarvices, real estate, and retddee Table
2.5)12

12 See Appendixfor additional detail on the economic and fiscalfimiséatic Rehabilitation Tax Credit project activity
during this time period.
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Table2.5¢ Industry Distribution of Estimated Total Expenditure and Employment Impact within
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania Resulting from Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit
Projects from1978 to 201Qin 2010 $M)

0, i 0, i
Estimated Tot % of Estimate Estimated Tot % of Estimate
; Total Total
Industry Expenditure . Industry Employment
Expenditure Employment
Impact Impact
Impact Impact
Construction $7,041 32% Construction 65,970 35%
Manufacturing $2,450 11% Retail 15,407 8%
Real Estate $1,015 5% Manufacturing 11,474 6%
Retail $932 4% Health Care 10,575 6%
Profe;ssmnal $898 4% Profgssmnal 6.774 4%
Services Services
All Others $4,745 22% All Others 38,116 20%
All Industries $17,081 100% All Idustries 148,316 100%

Source: US Department of Commegdureau of Economic Analysis (200National Park Service@11),
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commissi0ia@, Econsult Corporatior2Q11)

2.4  Implications

In summary, support of historjgreservation efforts within the Commonwealth does more than
simply safeguard treasured landmarks and maintain strategically important structures. It also
makes possiblehe leveraging of the federal tax credit to stimulate significant private
investment, resulting in considerableconstruction activity, withsizeableeconomic and fiscal
implications for the Commonwealth as a whale A robust historic preservation industry is
therefore one that puts people to work, generates tax revenues, and convertsdiedelars

into local impacts.

ECONSULT CORPORATION FINAL UNFORMATTEBPORQJ November22, 2011
URBAN PARTNERS



3.0 PROJECTED IMPACT AOBSTATEEVEL HISTORIC REHHABTION TAX
CREDIT PROGRAM

3.1  The Importance of a Potential Stateevel Tax Credit Program

The Commonwealth can multiply thmsitive economic impacts showm the previous section
and retain or even improve its high ranking among states in federal tax credit propcts,
instituting a statelevel tax credit that can be combined with the federal tagditto make even
more historic preservation projects feasibleOver 30 statescurrently offer state tax credit
programs and the Commonwealth is currently discussing a 25 pertaentredit for qualified
rehabilitation of historic commercial building#lthough this involves the loss of sorstate tax
revenues thatwould have otherwise been received (from projects that could have proceeded
evenwithout a statelevel tax credit) the gainin return (from projects that would not have
otherwise proceeded but for the presence of stdéwel tax credit) appears to jusfifthat
investment

Gonservativelyextrapolating fromthe experience of other states that have enjoyed success
from their statelevel tax credit programs, it is estimated thatstatelevel tax credit program
within the Commonwealth would induce an adddnal $100 million to $260 million in total
economic impactper year, supporting an additional 900 to 2,300 jobs and generating an
additional $2 million to $6 million per year in state tax revenuesThis represents something
on the order of a 5 to 10 peent return on that initial investment, or a payback period of 10 to
21 years.

3.2  States with Statel.evel Tax Credit Programs

To estimatethe effect within the Commonwealth of a statevel historic preservation tax credit
on increasing the amount ofistoric rehabilitation activity and resultinig additionaleconomic
impact,one canconsider the example of three other statedissouri, Virginia, and Marylarg
whose recent statdevel tax creditprograms had a positive effect, and which are widely
considered as illustrative examples

1. TheState of Missouricreated its program in 1997, which provides a sttte credit of
25 percent of the cost of the rehabilitation of commercial and residential properties that
meet certain historic requirements. Betsn 1998 and 2008, over $2 billion was
invested in historic buildings through a wide range of project sizes (11 percent of
projects were over $5 million, 44 percent were under $250,000). The-Eaéb tax
credit program is hailed by many as the soles@a for doubling the number of
rehabilitation projects within the state that use federal tax credits. One project in
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Howell County was found to have generated enough in new sales and income taxes to
have repaid the State investment within the first fiveays!® A 2010 analysis suggests
that many projects, spanning a wide range of communities, would not have otherwise
proceeded but for the existence of the state tax credit progfdm.

2. Thel 2YY2y 8St f (K st@tcflevet tax\eERdit rodrafh dnas beenéffect since
1997, and has spurred private investment of $316 million in the rehabilitation of 264
landmark buildings. The state tax credit is worth 25 percent of eligible rehabilitation
expenses. lllustrative projects include the $23 million conversioa school built in
1938 for Africad YSNA OF'y aidzRSyGad RdzZNAYy3I GKS &S3INBZ
School for Government and International Studies, and the $20 million conversion of the
Norfolk & Southern General Office Building into a higher etlocacenter that provides
remote classrooms for 16 colleges and universities and 20,000 stutfents.

3. The{ G4 S 27 Helitag® StiugfuR-ORehabilitation Tax Credit Program was
instituted in 1996 and replaced in 2010 by the Sustainable Communitie<Cemit
Program. State income tax credits are based on a percentage of the qualified capital
costs expended in the rehabilitation of certified historic structures (25 percent for high
performance commercial buildings, 20 percent for owwoecupied singléamily
residences and for commercial buildings, and 10 percent for-mstoric qualified
structures that are usually parts of Main Street programs). To ensure geographic
distribution, no more than 50 percent of the available tax credits can be allocated t
single county or to the City of Baltimore. Since 1996, the Heritage Structure
Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program has resulted in the investment of over $375 million,
producing over $1.5 billion in direct expenditures that created $8.50 in economiabutp
for every dollar invested by the State, and commercial projects have employed over
MpZnnn LIS2LX So baGrofeés GKS LINBPBAINIY gl & F
Office to be seHinancing, with fiscal impacts far exceeding cdsts.

BAMIi ssour i Leads the Nation in Private I nvestmemt in Hi
Mi dwe st Construct itoinon(, 20 OMi)s;s ofuHiis tRersiocu r @eelse b(r2a0 0 8) ; i H
Pl ains, 0 Missour. State Historic Preservationa®©f fice (
Hi storic Preservatlooeffves {@01Re¢habFedeatl nGaki st or |
Service (Febrwuary 2010) ; AFeder al Tax I ncentiviees for R
(February 2008) ; PfrTetses rBcadn comi, cos Doofn oHiasnt dr.i cRypkema (200
“AAn Evaluation of the Missour.i Hi storic Preservation
Across the State, o0 St. Louis University (March 2010).

BAPreservation mMiuxcPsparSttmerntesofo WNistgori ¢ REeuwenlyces (2
Asked Questions, o0 Virginia Department of Historic Reso!

A Maryl and Gener al Assembly Bal ks at Ex t(emdiong HiMsatroyrlie

Hi storic Tax Credit Past and Present, 0 The Daily Rec:«
Program, 0 Maryland Historical Trust (2010) ; iGovernor
Credit Progr am, iState of Maryl and Office of Governor
Heritage Structure Rehabilitation Tax Credit Programo
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3.3  Estimatedimpact of the Introduction ofState-Level Tax Credit Programs

Adding a statdevel tax credit on top of the federal historic preservation tax credit has been
proven in these three states to increase the number of rehabilitation projects that become
econonically feasible and that therefore are completed. All three states saw significant
increases in the rate at which projects eligible for the federal historic rehabilitation tax credit
were added in the three years after the implementation of their state ¢aedit programs, as
compared to the three years preceding implementation. On average, these three states saw 94
percent more projects per year and 545 percent more aggregate project costs per year in the
years after implementation as compared to the ysabefore implementation (versus a
nationwide increase of 25 percent more projects per year and 145 percent more aggregate
project costs per year) (see Table 3.1 and Table'3.2).

Table3.1¢ Difference inFederal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit gram Activity Before
and After the Implementation of a State Tax Credit Program, Selected Stghesrage
Number of Projects per Year)

State (2Yr of Tax

Credit) 19931995 19992001 % Diff
MD( 69 7) 5 10 107%
MO( 6 9 6 ) 15 23 56%
VA( 697) 22 47 117%
MDMOVA 42 81 94%
US 544 678 25%

Source: National Park Service (2011), Econsult Corporation (2011)

17 The years before and after the tax credit implementation yeanclueled rtot minimize distortions associated with
projects being delayed in anticipation of tax credit implementation.
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Table3.2 ¢ Difference inFederal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Progr&wtivity Before
and After the Implementation of a State Tax Credit Prografelected StategAverage
Aggregate Project Costs per Year,2010 $N)

State (4 Yr of Tax

Credit) 19931995 19992001 % Diff
MD( 6 9 7 ) $7 $35 375%
MO( 6 9 6) $15 $96 536%
VA( 697) $10 $78 683%
MDMGVA $32 $209 545%
US $746 $1,824 145%

Source: Natioal Park Service011), Econsult Corporation (2010)

Said another way, had these three states kept pace with nationwide trends, there would have
been 52 projects and $79 million in aggregate project costs per year in these three states.
Instead, there were81 projects (55 percent more) and $209 million in aggregate project costs
(163 percent more) per yed?.

3.4  Potential Impact within the Commonwealth of a Statieevel Tax Credit Program

Rehabilitation projects can be generally categorized into oneoof tategoriesg 1) feasible
without any subsidy, 2) feasible with a federal tax credit, 3) feasible with a federal and state tax
credit, and 4) infeasible even with a federal and state tax credit. Projects in the third category
are made possible as a dsof a state tax credit being available in addition to the federal tax
credit!® The significant amounts in increased historic preservation activity these three profiled
states saw in the years after enactment of their state tax credit programs sugiestthere

are a number of rehabilitation projects that fall into that third category, that would not have
otherwise proceeded but for the availability of the state tax credit.

It is not known with certainty how many additional historic preservationjgxts will be
induced as a result of the implementation of a stégel tax credit within the Commonwealth
although it must be noted that the Commonwealth does not lack for potential project

18 See Appendix fBr additional detail on historic preservation activity before and after implementation of state tax crec
programs indbe selected states.

19See Appendixfer more discussion and a stylized depiction of how an addigeslalastateedit, on top of the federal
historic preservation tax credit, can increase the number of rehabilitation projects that are feasible.
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opportunities: the Commonwealth has over 100,000 buildingsdisin the National Register of
Historic PlacesNevertheless, etivity levels are influenced heavily byoader macreeconomic
forces, such athe state of the overall economy and of the construction industry and financial
markets.

However, the signifiant beforeand-after effects observed in Missouri, Virginia, and Maryland
resulting from the implementation of a state tax credit in conjunction with the use of the
federal tax credit suggest that the implementation of a similarly structured programmiiie
Commonwealth would lead to new projects that would not have otherwise been undertaken
thus helping the Commonwealth retain or even improve its high ranking among states in
federal tax credit projects If that universe of novieasible projectstimulating by a 25 percent
state-level tax credit (the level currently being contemplated by the Commonweislit¢emed
tobeequalte25i4 2 pn LISNOSyd 2F | GeLAOIE &SI NRA 62 NJ
would mean the equivalent 0$130 to $270 million more in economic impact (i.e. total
expenditures) each year, supporting over,200 to 2,300 additional jobs and 40 to $80
million in additional earnings, and generating over & $6 million in state tax revenueg¢see
Table 3.3).

Table3.3 ¢ Estimated Total Annual Economic and Fiscal Impact within the Commonwealth of
PennsylvanidResultingirom Historic Preservation Projects Resulting from a Staevel25
PercentTax Credit Program, Assuming It Indu@tsto 50 Percent More Investment (in 201$M)

‘ Current Annual Average Induced by the State Tax Cre

Total Expenditures $534 $134to $267
Total Employment 4,635 1,20G0 2,300
Total Earnings $171 $3to $85
Total State Tax Revenues $12 $3to $6

Source: US Department of Commegd&ureau ofEconomic Analysis (200Pennsylvania Historical and Museum
Commissiorf2010),Urban Partners (2011Ekconsult Corporatior2011)

Of courseMissouri, Maryland, and Virginia experienced drastic changes in the growth rate of
federally eligible historic teabilitation projects after the implementation of their state tax
credit programs, which far exceed th25 to 50 percent increase estimated for the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. However, to be conservative, and to concede that Missouri,
Maryland, and Vingia are among the moreelebrated states in terms cftate-level tax credit
programns, the much lower increase d5 to 50 percent was used.Should the increase in
historic preservation projects resulting from the enactment of a state tax credit progrdnmnw
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the Commonwealth be even larger than that, then the economic and fiscal impacts would be
even greater.

Importantly, the result of a statéevel tax credit is not just more historic preservation projects,
with their attendant upfront and ong¢ime ecanomic impacts associated with construction and
rehabilitation. These projects yield a more robust base from which to generate property tax
revenues for municipalities and school districts. Hence, there is both an upfront and an
ongoing return on the inv&@ment that offsets the upfront tax revenues foregone via a tax
credit program.

When factoring in local tax revenues as well, this traffe(providing statelevel tax credits to

all qualifying historic preservation projects in exchange for inducing iaddit projects that
would not have otherwise moved forward) appears to generate reasonably attractive returns
on investment. Continuing to assume that a stheel tax credit would induc5 to 50
percent more projects by dollar amount, and accounting &tendant increases in local tax
revenues, it is estimated that implementing a sté¢wel tax credit would result in55 to $110
million more in historic preservation investments made each year $&ifdo $80 million in tax
credits distributed each yea20

This is estimated to yieldl,200to 2,300 more jobs created, and180 million to $270 million
more in statewide economic impact It would also generate upfront and ongoing additional
tax revenues at the state and local levels, yieldangayback peaod of 12to 21 years on the
initial tax credit amounts, or a5 to 8 percent return on that initial investment(see Table
3.4)%1

20The Commonwealth has averaged $218 million per year in historic preservation direct projlestetdatscréditate

would induce additional historic preservation activity over and above that amount, leading to net new increases in ecol
impact.However, it would also mean that the Commonwealth would be giving up tax revenues on the entire annual amou
historic preservation direct project costs, and not just the net new annual amount.

At an annual average of $218 million in histoviatjoresirect project cdgpercent more historic preservation activity
would mear2$3million in annual direct project cosbs (oitllbn more), s@8percent tax credit would mé&milion in

foregone tax revenugspercent of2ZF3millioh Fifty percent more historic preservation activity would mean $327 million in
annual direct project costs (or $109 million ma2Bpessent tax credit would m&82@mdlion in foregone tax revenues
(25percent of $327 million).

21See Appendifor additional detail on these estimates and how they were calculated.
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Table 3.4 Estimated Difference iffotal AnnualEconomicand Fiscalmpactwithin the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania BetwadHaving and Not Having a Statevel25 PercentTax
Credit Program, Assuming It Induc5to 50 Percent Mordnvestment(in 2010$M)

% increase in HP investment as a result of tax credit

Annual tax credit amount $68 $82

Difference in histgmieservation investment $55 $109
Difference in jobs created in PA 1,159 2,318
Difference in economic impact in PA $134 $267
Difference statefiscal impact (upfront construction) $3.0 $6.0
Difference in local fiscal impg@étont construction) $0.8 $1.6
Difference state fiscal imp&ohgoing operations) $1.4 $2.7
Difference lncal fiscal imp#&ohgoing operations) $1.6 $3.3
Payback period (counting local and state tax revenues) 21 12

tRaitlrJéCeonnuZSv)estmenn net Year 1 outlay (countingaloand state 4.7% 8.1%

SourceUrban Partners (201 1[EconsulCorporation 2011)

The estimates above are very sensitive to the amount of induced investment. Should the state
level tax credit induce a smaller proportion of new historic preation projects, the payback
period would be longer and the return on investment lower; however, should it induce a larger
proportion, the payback period would be shorter and the return on investment higher.

3.5 Implications

There is more that can anshould be studied on this subject, in terms of figuring out the
mechanisms of a statlevel tax credit so that it has maximum impact on historic preservation
efforts and on state and local economic and fiscal conditions. Nevertheless, these preliminary
figures indicate that a statevel tax credit is an investment in the Commonwealth that is worth
considering, purely in terms of what it results @onomic impact, jobs created, and tax
revenues generated In other words, as has been experienced in otbi@ates such as Missouri,
Virginia, and Maryland, there is a compelling return on the investment of upfront tax revenues
foregone in the form of upfront and ongoing tax revenues at the state and local level.

Importantly, this preliminary analysis suggestat such a program will induce significant new
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historic preservation activity, which yields a more robust tax base from which municipalities

and school districts can generate property taxes. Hence, the upfront investment in tax
revenues foregone is melhed by upfront economic impacts from construction and
rehabilitation, as well as ongoing fiscal impacts from higher loaaeaty tax bases, as each
@SIFNRa Ay@SadyYSyid NBGdANya p (G2 y LISNOSyid LISNJ
payingbackK S (0 KI & &SI NRa Ayg@SaildySyld gAIGKAY wMH (2 H

ECONSULT CORPORATION FINAL UNFORMATTEBPORJ November22, 2011
URBAN PARTNERS



40 PROPERTY VALUE IMPAC

41 1T A&02NARO t NBaSNUF A2y Qa t NRPLISNIie =+ fdzS LYLJ

An important but often overlooked benefit of historic preservation projects are their
contribution to quality of life gainsof local residents. The restoration of a beloved but aging
structure is oftenthe replacement of a blighting influence with an aesthetically pleasing one,
and the designation of a historic district provides a strong signal that the designated area has
deweloped a distinct identity and will be maintained in perpetuity to a certain standard.

While quality of life gaingesulting from historic preservationcan seemhard to quantify,
economists have one veryood numeric proxy for it: the prices people avelling to pay for
houses in or near historidistricts If something improves a location, people will be willing to
pay more to be in or near it, which bids up house pricé#ether or nothistoric preservation
actually generates positive quality ofelieffectsis something thatcan therefore be tested,
using econometric techniques to isolate the impact of historic preservation on house prices.

Recent literature suggests that there is in fagbositive property value impact associated with
historic preservation efforts A specific analysis of three historic districts within the
Commonwealth reaches the same conclusion, and is described in this section.

4.2  Overall Approach to Isolating Property Value Impact

Studies differ as to the impact of laichistoric designation on property valugs.On the one

hand, designation can confer upon a property or neighborhood a certain status, as well as the
security of knowing that basic form will be preserved. On the other hand, associated
regulations may inease maintenance costs or restrict highelued uses.

Recent past work by Econsult seems to suggesttitsaibric designations have a positive effect

on property values even when controlling for other potential influences\ detailedanalysis

was conducted using Philadelphia historic designation and residential real estate transaction
data, andyielded the following general findings:

2SeefEconomics and Historic Preservation: A GuRode and R
Program (September 2005fiaRd e s er v at i &noperty ValuesREhe CadecofiRhilaphi a, 60 Pr ema Ka
for good bibliographies of studies on this matter.

ZAThe Economic I mpact of Historic Preservation in Phile
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1. Homes within an actual district traded at a significant premium to homes not in historic
districts¢ 14 percent for mtional districts and 22 percent for local districts.

21 A&A02NA0O RSaA3adylGA2y Qa LI2aAldAldnesehigyaudid A &
immediate 2 percent increase in values relative to the City average, once local
designation has taken place, andetkafter they appreciate at an annual rate that is 1
percent higher than the City average.

3. Even proximity to a historic district has a positive effed¢touse prices increase by an
average of 1.6 percent with each mile closer to a national historic clisand by an
average of 0.5 percent with each mile closer to a local historic district.

For this report,Econsult estimated the impact of historic designation on property values by
selecting three designated districts across the Commonwaegattie Powelton Village Historic
District in Philadelphiathe West ChesteDowntown Historic District in Chester Countyand

the Mexican War Streets Historic District in Pittsburdlsee Figured4.1) ¢ and employing
statistical techniques to isolate the eff# of designation on property values over tirffe.
Specifically, the analysis explored whether designation had an immediate effect on property
values, and whether designated properties appreciated at a different rate over time than non
designated properties By usingtatisticalmethods to control foother variables that also have

an influence on property values, Econsult was able to identify gpecific contribution of
historic designation on the prices people are willing to pay for houses.

24See AppendiXor more informatiorttoese three historic districts, and on regression methodology and results.
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Figure4.1 ¢ Historic Districts Examined in This Report
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4.3 Results by District

¢KS NBadzZ 6a 2F GKAA KSR2yAO NBINBaairzy LFylfea
Philadelphia, that historic designations hav@ostive impact on property values

1 House prices in the Powelton Village Historic District increased by 63 percent in the year
immediately following historic designation, and conted to increase by Bercentage
points more per year than the citywideaverage in the years following historic
designation.

1 House prices in the Mexican War Streets Historic District appreciated an annual rate 4
percentage points higher than the average in surrounding Pittsburgh neighborhoods,
and in the year immediately I2 6 Ay 3 (KS S5AAGNAOGQa SELI ya
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increased by 15 percent.

1 The2006 expansion of the West Chester Downtown Historic District has resulted in a
newly expanded part of the District that commands an average $81,000 premium over
houses inChester County and an average $36,000 premium over houses in West
Chester

4.4  Implications

The positive public reception of historic designatioas, measured by a willingness pay a
premium for a house located within a historic district, has a hamof significant implications
when considering the economic value of historic preservation at the statewide level. To begin
with, it must be acknowledged that these results are preliminary, and only represent three
districts out of the multitude of disicts and neighborhoods located within the Commonwealth,

so these examples of positive past results may translate to future situations to varying degrees
of similarity.

However, to the extent that many similar analyses have arrived at similar condusibiat
historic preservation has a positive effect on property valuest shifts the potential role of
historic preservation in statewide strategy. Historic preservation need not only be thought of in
aesthetic, cultural, or historical terms, but cam lincluded in the discussion by economic
development practitioners andeighborhood stabilization and revitalizationadvocates, as a
potential addition to those professional toolkits.

In addition, ata time when many homeowners have negative equityd communities are
negatively impacted by the spillover effect of foreclosures and disinvestment, the stabilizing
and enhancing effect of historic designations aanerate household wealth and prevent
further distress in local housing markets Furthermore,since many municipalities are facing
severe fiscal distress, actiortsat can increase property valsean, if assessments are properly
adjusted to account for those market realities, result in much neepexperty tax revenue
increases
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5.0 IMPACT ON ERITAGE TOURISM

5.1  Thelmportanceof Heritage Tourism

Historic preservation makes heritage tourigussible by safeguarding important historic and
cultural assets within the Commonwealth that can then be visited, studied, and enjoyed by
generation afte generation of tourists. Heritage tourism is a particularly powerful element of
the economic impact of historic preservation for at least two reasons:

1 First, as with other forms of tourism, heritage tourism generates visits and spending by
people from atside a jurisdiction, thus representing a pure import of purchasing power
into the jurisdiction (as opposed to a trading off of purchasing power from within the
jurisdiction).

1 Second, studies have consistently demonstrated that heritage tourism tengisnerate
higher spending per visitor than other forms of tourist.

All of this spending has a significant impact on local economies within the Commonwealth.
Based on conservative estimates, heritage tourism is believed to be responsible for $an3 billi
in direct spending within the Commonwealth, which resulta itotal annual economic impact

of $2.9 billion supporting 37,000 jobs and generating $90 million in state tax revenues

5.2  Heritage Tourism Sites within the Commonwealth

For the purposesf this report, three sets of locations were deemed sites where heritage
tourism takes place, and therefore where activity and spending is included in impact estimates
of heritage tourism within the Commonwealth. Together, these heritage tourism sitzsiat

for about 32 million visitors per yea#.

1 Over 50 heritage siteassistedby the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission,
of which 29 are owned by the CommonweadtB.95 million visitors per year

»5See, for exampl e, APennsyl vania Heritage Tourism St u
Heritage Tourism, o0 Par ksiC&lReaarad atHiean t(@9ep tTeombrars m2 @M4L)C
Historic Preservation (March 2010).

26 See Appendifor more detail on these sites, and Afjpgendnoreletail on attendance estimates.
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T ¢KS /2YY2ygSI{fidKQa wmHordindteS Ky HetitahySPA (foidelya > ¢ |
known ashe Pennsylvania Heritage AeAssociationd 25.45 million visitors per year

1 The historic district in Philadelphgs.45 million visitors per yeaft

This definition of heritage tourism likely undercounts (or,some cases, misses altogether)
expenditures associated with recreational activity to entire commerarakceniccorridors,

public squares, and downtown areas that have differentiated themselves as tourism draws by
utilizing historic preservation prim@es to safeguard a certain authentic community character

or aesthetic. lllustrative examples of these draws include the Delaware Valley Regional
tfFYyYyAy3 [/ 2YYAAAaA2Y QaAmblérfMediay and Net Hapgihie City @A y Of dzR
[ FYyOlIAUSAREdAZIKSY(GAOE LINRPY2GA2YZT YR GKS da¢ NI A
portion of the Commonwealth.This is a growing segment of heritage tourism, for which data

are not yet as well developed, and so to partially or fully neglect this category of eynes

means that the resulting impact estimates are understated.

Heritage tourism generatgsositiveeconomic impacts within the Commonwealth as a result of
two sets of direct expenditures: expenditures by the operators of the heritage sites to nminta
and operate the sites, and expenditures by visitors to the sites in such categories as
accommodations, transportation, and retél. These two sets of direct expenditures, in turn,
support additional expenditures, leading to an overall economic imgaat is larger than the

sum of the direct expenditures.

5.3 Direct Expenditureg Visitor Spending

Direct expenditures from visitor spending were estimated by applying the Money Generation

Model (MGM2), designed by Michigan State University, which waslayed in a 2008 study
O2YYAaaAz2ySR o0& | SNAGIFISt! OFffSR a¢KS 902y2Y
This study estimated visitor spending by expenditure category for eight of the 12 Heritage

| NBI ao ¢ KA& &iddzReé Qa all NdbitagezsitdsiantHeBagBSAredd: iadeH adz £ | G S
visitation figures. Visitor spending estimates for the historic district in Philadelphia were
200FAYSR o0& dzLJRIFOGAYy3 SadAyYlFdaSa YIFRS Fa LI NI
Impact of Visitor Experdd(i dzZNB & Ay GKS t KAfF RSt LIKAL | A&02 N (
that heritage tourism sites are responsible for about $1 billion in visitor spending per year
(seeTable5.1).2°

27 Philadelphia has numerous historic ffsirtbes purposes of this studyat is meant here is the district centered on
Independence Mall.

28There is very little overlap in these two expenditure categories, since the vast majority of expenditurégby visitors does |
directly to the operatoth®heritage sites.

29 See Appendixfit more detail on heritage tourism visitor spending methodology and results.
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Table5.1 ¢ Estimated Annual Heritage Tourism Visitor Spending,Hgritage Site Type and
Expenditure Category

Eég?gggﬁ;e Heritage Sites  Heritage Areas H';?gﬁg%?;ir?ct
Lodging $7M $115M $115M $237M
Dining $9M $105M $184M $298M
Shopping $7M $104M $135M $246M
Transportation $57M $57M
Admission/Fees $44M $44M
Eﬁgigmuués $7M $127M $134M
Total $31M $425M $560M $1.026B
Visitors 0.95M 25.45M 5.45M 31.85M

SourcePennsylvania Historical and Museum Commisg0i0), HeritagePA (2008), Urban Partners (2007, 2010),
Econsult Caoration 011

5.4  Direct Expenditureg Ongoing Operations

Direct expenditures from ongoing operations were estimated by aggregating the annual
2LISNF GAy3 o0dzRASGa F2N) FEt 2F GKS [/ 2YY2ysSI
expenditure amount bat least$300 million3! Together with visitor spending, this means that

heritage tourism is responsible for about $1.3 billion in direct expenditures each year within the
Commonwealth. Importantly, as noted above, a significant portion of that spentbntes

from outside the Commonwealth.

30 Transportation and admission/fees expenditures were available for Heritage Areas, whereas for the other heritage site
theyareaccou ed for togeth®r in AOther Expenditures

31 Based on information from the National Park Service, the Pennsylvania Museum and Historical Commission, and IRS
990 submissions by individual heritage sites. Of the 192 total heritage sites withealiknCludimg those located

within a Heritage Ataadget information for a recent year (usually FY 2008, but sometimes FY 2007 or FY 2009) was obtain
for 175 of theritherefore, the expenditure total is understated, since it does netnditirds éxpl7 sites.
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5.5 Economic Impact from Heritage Tourism Ongoing Operations and Visitor Spending

This composition and scale of direct expenditures supports a significant and diverse amount of
spillover activity within the Commorealth. Econsult estimates that on an annual basis,
heritage tourism generates a total of abdb®.9 billion in total expenditures, supportingabout
37,000 jobs and about $850 iition in earnings within the Commonwealth, and generating
about $90 million in state taxes for the Commonwealtfsee Tablé.2).3?

Table5.2 ¢ EstimatedTotal AnnualEconomicand Fiscalmpactwithin the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania Resulting frofderitage Tourism Operating Expenditures and Visitor Spending

2010$M)
. _— - . Total from Heritage

Operatig Expenditures  Visitor Spending Tourism
DirecExpendires $303 $1,026 $1,330
Indirect and Induced
Expendires $381 $1,176 $1,558
TotalExpendures $685 $2,203 $2,887
Total Employment 7,360 29,453 36,812
Total Earnings $203 $646 $849
Total State Tax
Revenues $16 $73 $89

Source: US Department of Commerd&ureau of Economic Analysis (20P8nnsylvania Historical and Museum
Commissior§2010), HeritagePA (2008), Urban Partners (2007, 2010), Econsult Corpd&afitn (

32See Appendixfor additional detail on the economic and fiscal impact of heritage tourism operating expenditures and vis
spending.
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5.6 Implications

In short, an important economic benefit of historic preservation activities within the
Commonwealth is that they safeguard structures and locations that draw visitors from outside
the Commonwealth, whose spending within the Commonwealth on reageation,
accommodations, and travek supports local economies. To the extent that the
Commonwealth can maintain its historic assets, and more effectively promote them to visitors,
it can benefit from the economic stimulus provided by heritage tourigimough the
importation of purchasing power from outside the Commonwealth for the benefit of merchants
and communities within the Commonwealth
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6.0 IMPACT OF MAIN STREELM STREET, TRAONAL DOWNTOWNS,
AND HERITAGE AREROBRAM

6.1 Historic Preservatn in Action at the Local Level

Throughout the Commonwealth, communities of all types and sizes value historic preservation,

and participate in a wide range of statewide and nationwide programs that are designed to
support such efforts. Three historiccllities within the Commonwealth are profiled here, to

provide different illustrations of historic preservation in action: Phoenixville, Gettysburg, and
Lewisburg. All three localities are part of the Main Street program, -ged@old national

movement ceated and sponsored by the National Trust for Histor8 RrS NI G A 2y Qa al A
Center, funded by the/ 2 YY2y 6SI f 6KQa 5SLI NIYSyd 2F [ 2Y
Development (DCERNd administered by the Pennsylvania Downtown Certteat seeks to

revitalize @wntown districts through sustained investment and preservati@sed economic
development They are also all Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission grantees
(PHMC). In addition, they eaglarticipate in multiple other historic preservation progng, as

befits their unique characteristics and aims (Jeble6.1).
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Table6.1 ¢Historic Preservation Programs, Designations, or Resources Available to and
Incorporatedby the Three Case Study Communitfés

Locality Phoenixville Gettysburg

Caunty Chester Adams
Main Street Yes Yes Yes
Elm Street No Yes Yes
Heritage Region Schuylkil Lincoln Highw: N/A
PA Yes Yes No
PHMC Yes Yes Yes
Act 167 HARB Yes Yes Yes
CLG Yes Yes No
NRHP Yes Yes Yes
HRTC 10/ $10.9M 19/ $6.1N\ 12/ $0.9N

SourcePennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission (2010)

As a result, these three communitiegere selected as case studies éaploretheir key historic
preservation initiatives, projects, and associated investmeni$ieir successeslustrate the
impacts described in previous sections: economic stimulus through historic rehabilitation
activity, property value enhancement from historic district designation, and commercial activity
via heritage tourism.Examined through the lens of one program intgadar ¢ Main Streetg

33Table legend:
1 PA = Reserve America designation
1 PHMC = Pennsylvania HistariddWluseum @mission grantee

T Actl6/HARB= Local Hi storic District, a sistodceDssirigy AcatAetd t hr
167), and which authorizes localities to appoint Historic Architectural Review Boards (HARBS).

1 CLG = Certified Local Govemmemnlesignated by the National Park Service and the Penstyicah@nHi
Museum Commission

NRHP = National Historic District, as designated byahRddgdien of Historic Places

HRTC = number and aggregate project costs (in milliossraft dioflatieamjusted) of qualified federal Historic
Rehabilitation T@redit projects

See Appendixf@ additional glossary of each of these programs, designations, and resources.
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each community has revealed a unique approach toward historic preservation and toward the
variety of public and private sector programs available to suppgtt it

6.2 Phoenixville

The Borough of Phoenixville is located west ofleyaForge National Historical Park at the
junction of the Schuylkill River and French Creek in northern Chester County. These waterways
had much to do with its industrial past, aiding in the production of iron and steel, for which the
Borough became watirenowned. However, by the 1980s, Phoenixville was in decline as a
result of the waning iron and steel industry, and by 1984, all steel production in Phoenixville
had ceased. The Borough entered a period of decline into the 1990s as a result of factory
closings.

Main Street Phoenixville began in 2001 with an emphasis on facade improvements to reverse
the negative stigma of the downtown business district. By 2005, the downtown area had
rebounded and had become a location of prestige and pride foil lmeachants. At that point,

Main Street Phoenixville shifted its efforts to promoting the arts and entertainment, but with
ever a careful eye towards preservation and design: the Borough has a historic architectural
review board that advises local offigaand that reinforces the connection for the public and
private sectors between historic preservation and downtown revitalization.

Main StreetPhoenixvillehas been an aggressive administrator of a number of preservation
related projects using a varigtof programs and funding sources, including all of the sources
described above except for the EIm Street program. Since 2001, in addition to pursuing five
historic preservation projects that qualified for the Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit
program, totaling about $9 million in project costs, Main Street Phoenixville has administered
nine other largescale projects totaling about $15 million in project costs, which did not utilize
federal tax creditssuch as the Colonial Theat&rhich receive funds for rehabilitation from
PHMC Phoenixville is home to five additional qualifying projects, totaling $1.7 million in
project costs, which took place prior to the formation of Main Street Phoenixville, and so is
home to 10 total qualifying projectsptaling $10.9 million in project costs.

The Borough is a good example of the many and complementary benefits of historic
preservation work. Commitment to the historic preservation ethic has helped create a location
that is aesthetically appealing amdmmercially viable, and has generated upfront construction
and rehabilitation activity as well as ongoing heritage tourism activity.

34 See Appendixf® a summary of the Main Street prograkppaddk Qfor more detailed wuips on these three case
study communities.
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6.3  Gettysburg

The Borough of Gettysburg is a historic community located among the vast fertile farmlands of
Adams Conty in southcentral Pennsylvanjgust north of the Masn-Dixon Line.Because of

the importance of the Battle of Gettysburg in the Civil War, tourism is a significant industry for

the Borough, and its citizens have worked to preserve the famous battediong with other

1S aiNdzOGdzNBa GKIFIG O2y dNRo6dzGiS G2 GKS . 2NRdJZAK

Main Street Gettysburg began in 1984, and is one of the first and oldest Main Street programs

in the Commonwealth. It has a different role, capacity, and jurisdidthk@am most programs:

instead of focusing on a single commercial corridor, it has been involved in projects and
initiatives throughout the Borough. This approach was first articulated in its 1990 vision plan,

the Gettysburg Historic Pathways Plan, and rép&y & G KS 2NHIFYyAT F A2y Q&
DSiGeaodzNHQa KAAG2NERI LINRY2dAy3a AG (2 Grairdaz
. 2NRdzZa3K AGasStFs (2 | 002YLX AaK GKAaAO® al Ay {GN
in its Interpretive Plan, completed in 2000.

{AYyOS GKS LXIyQa IFR2LIWGA2Yy S (GKS 2NBIFYATFGA2Y |
provide economic benefits, maintain quality of life, and provide quality interpretation and
education. These enhancements help prese the unique character of the Borough, with

positive implications for property values and tourism potential.

Main Street Gettysburg has administered a variety of preservatdated projects using
multiple funding sources, including all of the sourdescribed above. The Borough is home to
19 historic preservation projects that have qualified for thederal Historic Rehabilitation Tax
Credit program, totaling about $6 million in project costs, as well as to a number of additional
and prominent projets that did not utilize federal tax credits, suchthe Majestic Theater, the
David Wills House, and the Gettysburg Railroad Station.

6.4  Lewisburg

The Borough of Lewisburg is the county seat of Union County, located on the banks of the
Western Brash of the Susquehanna RiverBucknell University is a major educational
institution and an important part of the community fabric in Lewisburg, and has contributed
significantly to the economic vitality of the Borough. The commercial district that eVame
Market Street remains intact today, and was recently placed on the National Register of Historic
Places. The et is lined with historic storefronts containing a variety of retailers, including
restaurants, bars, and other communiggrving amenigs.
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The Lewisburg Downtown Partnership began in 2000, but historic preservation has long been

an important philosophy in Lewisburg: the downtown comprehensive plan from the 1950s
stated the preservation of downtown as a key goal. A present priortigisric preservation as

a tool for economic development (in particular, the support of retail businesses on Market
Street to ensure steady foot traffic) and strategic planning (the Partnership completed-a five

year strategic plan in 2007, which focused fmanding the downtown a destination location

FYR 2y NBSadlofAaKAYy3d [SgogAadaodzZNB & I aNAGBSNI G

The Partnership has administered a variety of preservatielated projects, including Main
Street and Elm Street. It has been involved in a number ofepvation projects in the
downtown area, including the Campus Theater, 535 Market Street, Shoemaker Building,
Packwood House Museum, 339 Market Street, and the PineappR Mhese efforts are in the
vanguard of a growing movement to stimulate strongidestial experiences and tourism
opportunities through preservation that is focused on entilistrictsand neighborhoods, and

not just on individual sites and amenities.

6.5  SupportingHistoric Preservatiorat a Local Level

In supporting historic preservationat a local levelit is clear that no one approach suits all
communities. Rather, a combination of federal, state, and local initiatives, when connected to
active local bodies and unique local assets, has been shown time and again within the
Conmonwealth to yield successes and enhagoenmunities

These three featured communities have taken their own approaches, based on their perceived
needs, strengths, and objectivesimportantly, each has utilized different combinations of
Commonwealth resawes, based on the unique assets and objectives of each municip@adity.

the benefit of local jurisdictions, the Commonwealth offers or plays a liaising role in a myriad of
historic preservation programs, with the diversity of resources matching theed/dristoric
preservation opportunities and approaches of localities throughout the Commonwealth.

35 The Partnership reports total investment of $1.4 million in downtown historic commercial property improvements sin
inception in 2000. The Borough is also home to twtharajeeatsied for the Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit
program, totaling about $1 million in project costs, b
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7.0 QUALITATIVE IMPACTS

In summary, historic preservation activities activate a number of economic benefits for a
geographic area: they boost propertylues, shore up residential and commercial districts,
attract tourism, secure federal funds, and generate economic activity and tax revenues. The
previous sections havdescribed and quantifiedhese kinds of benefits. Extensive existing
literature highights additional benefits that are more qualitative in nature, but are no less
important in making the case for more historic preservation activity:

1 Aesthetics and educatiorg At the core of a historic preservation effort is the desire to
retain a certainstructure in order to safeguard the visual characteristics of the time
period of its historic significance Preserving and restoring structures, then, is part of
GKS YFylFr3asSyYSyid 2F Iy | NBIQa dzyal dzS 2212
sense of pl OS | YR LJNJ\I?S |l Aald2NRO odz)\flv?)\yzlé
R20dzySyita¢ FT2NJ GKS addzReée yR FLILINB&AFIGAZ2Y

1 Environmental sustainability¢ Rehabilitation of historic buildings capitalize on the
GSYO2RADBR: S¥BNSEA&AGAY T aGNHOGdz2NBaxL YR | @2
route of constructing new buildings and using up open space, and/or of taking up more
landfill space through demolition. Historic buildings also tend to be in denser, more
multimodal bcations, so reusing themminimizes thenegative ecological, financial, and
social impacts of automobile dependence and suburban sptawl.

1 Revitalization and stabilizatiorg Historic preservation contributes to the mending and
safeguarding of older commuigs and structures. It can improve housing stock and
stabilize working class neighborhoods (affordable units account for about a third of the
housing units that have been produced by projects within the Commonwealth that

%APreservation Makes Dollars &and 28®&B83e, iT@GentEecronfooni c U
Preservation in Colorado, o6 Clarion Associates of Color
United States, 0 US Department of Cbnpacteftiededérd Biftdsig Tax A Fi r
Credit, 0 The Historic Tax Credit Coalition (2010); i A
Growt h in Mi chigan, 6 Michigan Land UsetslnostTheteMlﬁﬂe
Preservationist (2009) ; AStudy: Governor Wo | f Buil din
AFederal Tax I ncentives for Rehabilitati ngism20DFaztr i ¢ Bu
Sheet, 6 National Trust for Historic Preservation (2010
Department of Conservation and Natur al Resour@®@®;s (2008
AThe Economic Power of Restoration, o Donovan D. Ry pkem
Virginia Department of Historic Resources.

S"APreservation Makes Dollars and ®BAn€evodocCenfer Host &
Community Reinvestment, and Smart Growth in Michigan,
Hi storic Preservation, 0o National Tax JouRynpakle nal 9(8240)0;1 )T
about Virginiabés Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit, o
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qgualified for the Federal HistariRehabilitation Tax Credit program). Furthermore,
rehabilitation projects have been used to great effect to target economic activity to
areas of need, and to respond to economic downturns by offering countercyclical
opportunities forconstruction and rehbilitation work3®

These qualitative impacts are in very much in line with the kinds of objectives being pursued by
governments at all levels. As a result, historic preservation is increasimggystoodin these
terms, and efforts to encourage historfreservation are increasingly being discussed and
implemented. There are therefore many possible opportunities for collaboration across state
and local agencies towards mutually desired ends, with historic preservation playing its role in
stimulating ecoomic development.

BAFi rst Annual Report on the Economic | mpact of the Fe
i Fedearxall ncenti ves for Rehabilitating Historic Building
Preservation, o National Tax Journal (1984) ; AThe Econo
of Consertai on and Natur al Resources (2008) ACourthouse Co
Preservation Program, o0 Texas Historical Commi ssion (20
US Department of Treasul§ 89 ; AFacts about Virginiaés Historic Reha
Resources.
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8.0 CONCLUSION

In light of statewide real estate, economic, and fiscal distress, it may be time to think about
historic preservation in a different light. There is no doubt that there m@ny legitimate
reasons to advocate for morhistoric preservation, and that the Commonwealth is rich in
potential locations for historic preservation. But these desires must be balanced against the
realities of a fiscally constrained public sector and a landscape of economically challenged
communiies. Stating the case for historic preservation in simply aesthetic, cultural, and
historical termdeaves outhe significanteconomic benefits it generates.

The purpose of this report is to account for what has often been overlooked about historic
preservation, which is its usefulness asgenerator of commercial activity, employment,
household wealth, and local tax revenues

1 Historic preservation projects within the Commonwealth héaxeeraged federal dollars
through the Historic Rehabilitation Tax €dit program resulting in$7 billion in project
expenditures from 1978 to 2010, resulting in $17 billion in total economic impact
supporting148,000 jobs and generating $380 million in state tax revenues.

1 Adding a statelevel tax creditwould conservatigly generate an additionall80 million
to $270 million in total economic impact each year, supporting00 to 2,300 jobs and
generating $3illion to $6 million in state tax revenues, and would be the equivalent of
a 5 to8 percent annual return on thénitial public investment represented by the tax
credit.

1 An analysis of three historic districts within the Commonwealth affirms other work by
Econsult thathistoric designation increases property valuesvhich suggests that
additional efforts would helptem the continued distress faced by homeownevgh
negative equity communitiesnegatively impactedy foreclosures, and municipalities
facing shrinking property tax revenue collections.

1 Historic preservation safeguards assets unique to the Commonwethidt are
significant tourism draws, such that it is estimated thatitage tourismaccounts for 32
million visitors and $1 billion in visitor spending each year, which when combined with
direct expenditures associated with the ongoing operations of s@stigiations, results
in an industry that has a total annual economic impact of $3 billion, supporting 37,000
jobs and generating $90 million in state tax revenues.

Historic preservation efforts come in all shapes and sizes, befitting the diversity df asse
contained within the Commonwealth. To the aesthetic, cultural, and historical benefits historic
preservation confers on the Commonwealth, this report adds its many economic benefits:

ECONSULT CORPORATION FINAL UNFORMATTEBPORQJ November22, 2011
URBAN PARTNERS



TheEconomic Benefits of Historic Preservation Actigitre Pennsylvania page34

economic stimulus through construction projects, wealth gains andréaenue generation
through property value appreciatiorandjobs supported from tousm activity
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APPENDIB ¢ FEDERAL HISTORICAHHRATION TAX CREDIT BROT ACTIVITY BY EHA

e | SeTa Corificy 2007 # | CUGC 2007 s | SRS, 2000 | Ul 20008 | ST 20004 | Conild 20108
Credit® ; Rank Rank . Rank Rank . Rank Rank
Projects Expenses Projects Expenses Projects Expenses
AK N 0 27 $0 47 2 25 $22 28 0 28 $0 47
AL N 9 21 $12 33 6 21 $15 33 7 21 $5 38
AR Y 8 23 $10 37 5 22 $29 27 4 24 $2 42
AZ N 3 22 $10 36 4 23 $11 37 0 28 $0 47
CA N 10 3 $175 3 31 6 $260 6 14 15 $160 7
CO Y 6 25 $3 43 3 24 $1 46 2 26 $3 40
CT Y 23 5 $168 5 2 25 $1 45 4 24 $89 14
DC N 1 18 $22 25 7 20 $147 12 2 26 $41 23
DE Y 2 26 $2 45 4 23 $8 38 1 27 $7 37
FL N 7 20 $18 28 12 17 $333 4 7 21 $16 32
GA Y 19 18 $40 23 18 11 $17 31 18 12 $13 33
HI N 0 27 $0 47 0 27 $0 48 0 28 $0 47
A Y 16 12 $76 15 11 18 $44 26 11 18 $43 22
ID N 0 27 $0 47 1 26 $1 47 1 27 $1 46
IL N 7 11 $97 12 14 15 $125 15 96 2 $72 17
IN Y 16 6 $129 6 6 21 $134 13 15 14 $19 29
KS Y 16 21 $10 35 16 13 $58 21 12 17 $22 27
KY Y 15 18 $27 24 24 9 $45 24 27 8 $18 31
LA Y 27 9 $102 10 43 4 $383 3 43 6 $194 5
MA Y 14 10 $100 11 17 12 $159 10 63 3 $372 2
MD Y 28 16 $59 19 31 6 $49 23 14 15 $149 9
ME Y 5 21 $11 34 6 21 $327 5 4 24 $10 36
MI Y 27 13 $69 16 25 8 $242 7 17 13 $154 8
MN Y 3 18 $46 22 4 23 $19 30 2 26 $11 35

39 As of October 2010.
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2007 # 2007 $M 2009 # 2009 $M 2010 # 2010 $M
state | 2 T8 Certiied 200" ¥ | Certiied oo’ | Certified 900 | Certified 2909 ® | Certified 29107 | Certified  29.0%
Projects Expenses Projects Expenses Projects Expenses

MO Y 189 1 $535 1 149 1 $401 2 118 1 $482 1
MS Y 9 20 $18 27 11 18 $6 40 23 10 $92 13
MT Y 3 25 $4 42 1 26 $2 44 2 26 $2 43
NC Y 51 12 $93 13 59 3 $125 14 44 5 $52 21
ND Y 2 24 $6 39 0 27 $0 49 0 28 $0 47
NE N 6 24 $4 41 1 26 $2 43 3 25 $2 44
NH N 0 27 $0 47 1 26 $16 32 1 27 $3 41
NJ N 7 8 $116 8 2 25 $12 34 1 27 $4 39
NM Y 1 24 $4 40 0 27 $0 50 1 27 $23 26
NV N 0 27 $0 47 0 27 $160 9 0 28 $0 47
NY Y 26 8 $109 9 36 5 $0 51 24 9 $285 3
OH Y 115 14 $63 17 15 14 ™ 41 32 7 $113 10
OK Y 6 12 $76 14 1 26 $114 17 6 22 $61 19
OR N 9 17 $48 20 7 20 $103 18 13 16 $64 18
PA N 30 2 $238 2 29 7 $124 16 52 4 $220 4
PR N 0 27 $0 47 0 27 $0 52 0 28 $0 47
RI Y 12 7 $118 7 21 10 $179 8 8 20 $103 12
SC Y 6 17 $47 21 8 19 $66 19 6 22 $12 34
SD N 3 26 $1 46 5 22 $6 39 1 27 $2 45
TN N 4 20 $16 29 4 23 $54 22 10 19 $88 15
TX N 11 15 $60 18 13 16 $155 11 7 21 $73 16
uT Y 9 21 $12 32 5 22 $20 29 4 24 $40 24
VA Y 89 4 $173 4 103 2 $471 1 118 1 $192 6
VI N 0 27 $0 47 0 27 $0 53 0 28 $0 47
VT Y 32 20 $15 30 11 18 $12 35 21 11 $19 30
WA N 7 24 $9 38 6 21 $44 25 6 22 $61 20
Wi Y 7 20 $13 31 16 13 $60 20 12 17 $24 25
\AY Y 10 19 $19 26 7 20 $2 42 5 23 $21 28
WY N 2 25 $3 44 1 26 $12 36 1 27 $106 11

Source: National Park Sewi2008, 2010, 2011)\National Trust for Historic Preservation (20JH9pnsult Corporatior2Q11)
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APPENDIX ¢ ADDITIONAL DETAIL GEDERAL HISTORICAHHTATION TAX

CREDIT PROJECT ATYI\N PENNSYLVANIA

TableC.Xk; FederalHistoric Rehabilitation Taxredit Projectdy County from 1978 to 2010 (in

2010 %)

County # Project Cdt  Square Footag
Adams 20 $9,576,146 76,610
Allegheny 449 $873,699,821 7,001,168
Beaver 5 $1,711,787 26,579
Bedford 6 $70,053,357 380,322
Berks 50 $127,171,653 1,467,551
Bhir 17 $27,476,495 261,852
Bradford 1 $3,000,151 35,300
Bucks 49 $52,901,139 445,546
Butler $5,497,522 67,400
Carbon $5,194,201 100,563
Centre 17 $4,366,914 75,210
Chester 60 $59,954,199 614,240
Clearfield 6 $6,794,964 74,792
Clinton 3 $921,715 15,182
Columbia 1 $119,956 -
Crawford 4 $932,200 37,200
Cumberland 14 $20,948,527 191,811
Dauphin 131 $151,143,036 1,248,518
Delaware 7 $78,158,253 806,307
Elk 2 $818,770 7,200
Erie 16 $83,763,567 1,118,310
Fayette 3 $4,141,177 40,308
Franklin 14 $3,783,647 111,676

40 Total project cost includes portions of project budgets that did not qualify for the tax credit. On aveabge, these addi

portions represent about 7 percent of project budgets.
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County # Project Co%t  Square Footag
Fulton 2 $2,198,974 35,500
Greene 1 $114,918 -
Huntingdon 8 $5,772,632 20,608
Indiana 5 $3,666,210 29,600
Jefferson 11 $1,031,304 53,104
Lackawanna 15 $68,353,163 662,888
Lancaster 84 $155,621,539 1,633,700
Lawrence $720,325 5,630
Lebanon $8,959,651 76,753
Lehigh 40 $25,636,176 257,377
Luzerne 9 $17,989,072 202,686
Lycoming 33 $23,622,035 216,368
McKean $5,024,289 64,220
Monroe $3,142,446 46,000
Montgomery 37 $143,851,959 1,212,475
Northampton 43 $46,305,722 605,81
Perry 3 $4,893,051 19,745
Philadelphia 828 $4,670,053,27( 34,596,919
Pike 1 $5,930,109 13,000
Schuylkill 11 $6,536,711 97,239
Somerset 5 $5,549,583 55,738
Union 3 $1,808,895 31,036
Venango 6 $4,156,909 20,710
Warren 1 $285,406 7,168
Washington 3 $1,215,260 28,950
Westmoreland 6 $11,236,767 158,986
York 187 $169,492,689 2,951,835
Grand Total 2,238 $6,985,298,26! 57,307,491

SourceNational Park Service (201 Econsult Corporatior2Q11)
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TableC.2¢ FederalHistoric Rehabilitation Tax CredRrojectsby Year (in 2010 $)

Year # Project Cdst  Square Footag
1978 3 $6,855,151 46,500
1979 10 $55,612,667 585,814
1980 28 $63,201,157 880,826
1981 42 $56,428,123 496,584
1982 56 $55,670,858 902,848
1983 107 $78,188,797 2,347,586
1984 100 $217,50,096 1,234,644
1985 330 $266,089,761 2,189,407
1986 146 $321,121,529 2,450,897
1987 168 $308,300,308 3,247,915
1988 130 $451,235,955 2,874,217
1989 102 $356,597,327 2,809,048
1990 75 $412,744,299 3,652,862
1991 70 $305,172,130 2,019,464
1992 56 $572,941,176 4,748,677
1993 50 $109,388,310 1,309,492
1994 71 $70,541,991 746,157
1995 22 $19,088,626 190,180
1996 33 $36,314,407 298,728
1997 47 $153,686,535 2,206,514
1998 31 $63,621,944 849,355
1999 57 $363,212,631 2,441,435
2000 58 $341,189,563 1,485,060
2001 49 $315,043,361 1,854,675
2002 47 $137,930,183 2,331,943
2003 65 $375,852,412 2,523,187
2004 79 $224,290,371 1,728,537

41 Total project cost includes portions of project budgets that did not qualify for the tax credit. On avetage, these addi
portions represent about 7 percent of project budgets.
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TheEconomic Benefits of Historic Preservation Activities in Pennsylvanigpage All

Year # Project Cdst  Square Footag
2005 48 $357,914,160 3,148,444
2006 45 $197,558,650 1,017,213
2007 26 $262,617,334 1,568,076
2008 17 $113,573,583 712,130
2009 28 $144,801,406 616,220
2010 42 $171,003,464 1,792,856
Grand Total 2,238 $6,985,298,26! 57,307,491

SourceNational Park Service (201Econsult Corporatior2011)

FigureC.3¢ FederalHistoric Rehabilitation Tax Credit Projedby Year (i 2010 $)
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SourceNational Park Service (201Egonsult Corporatior?Q11)
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TableC3 ¢ FederalHistoric Rehabilitation Tax Credit Projeatser $50 Million in Total Project

Costs from 1978 to 2010 (in 2010 $)

County Project City SF Year Project Cdbt
Philadelphia John Wanamaker Store Philadelphia 1,700,00C 1992 $235,396,92:
Philadelphia Bellevué&tratford Hotel Philadelphia 736,232 1990 $203,602,01(
Philadelphia Lit Brothers Department Store Philadelphia 964,000 1988 $164,304,62!
Philadelphia Penn Mwal Building Philadelphia 426,600 1992 $130,570,78I
Philadelphia Girard Trust Company Philadelphia 370,000 2000 $114,062,98I
Philadelphia Reading Terminal Headhouse Philadelphia 185,000 1999 $101,821,82!
Philadelphia Insurance Company of North ABeiidang  Philadelphia 576,383 2003 $95,046,512
Philadelphia City Hall Annex Philadelphia - 2000 $84,661,231
Philadelphia PSFS Philadelphia - 2001 $81,303,223
Allegheny  H. J. Heinz Company Pittsburgh 506,534 2005 $75,532,116
Philadelphia Benjamin FraimkHotel Philadelphia 800,000 1989 $74,456,717
Allegheny  Union Trust Building Pittsburgh 666,500 1989 $69,824,683
Philadelphia Piers 3 & 5 North (Girard Group) Philadelphia 190,000 1991 $68,234,644
Philadelphia Curtis Building Philadelphia 1,031,865 192 $67,770,960
Philadelphia Pennsylvania RR Freight Building Philadelphia 560,000 2001 $66,641,986
Delaware  Chester Waterside Station Chester 514,757 2005 $66,259,243
Allegheny  Armstrong Cork Company Building Pittsburgh 385,000 2008 $65,925,031
Philadghia Suburban Station Building Philadelphia 650,000 1990 $65,646,445
Philadelphia Widener Building Philadelphia 591,880 1997 $64,363,671
Bedford Bedford Springs Hotel Bedford 333,200 2007 $62,937,203
Philadelphia Sun Oil Building Philadelphia 250,000 1984 $62,448,358
Allegheny Pennsylvania Railroad Station & Rotunda Pittsburgh 354,000 1991 $59,960,135
Allegheny  Gimbels Department Store Pittsburgh 695,470 2005 $58,277,268
Philadelphia Frankford Arsenal Philadelphia 4,257 1991 $55,403,200
Philadelphia Gimbels Department Store Philadelphia 727,000 2004 $54,824,663
Philadelphia Architects' Building Philadelphia 140,666 2010 $53,330,862
Philadelphia Central and Elkins Branch YMCA Philadelphia 1,310,001 2010 $51,360,000
Philadelphia Strawbridge & Clotlidepartment Store Philadelphia 399,100 2003 $51,031,684

SourceNational Park Service (201Econsult Corporatior2011)

42 Total pro@ cost includes portions of project budgets that did not qualify for the tax credit. On average, these additic

portions represent about 7 percent of project budgets.
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APPENDIB ¢ PENNSYLVANIA COUNTHEY REGION
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APPENDIEK¢ ECONOMIC AND FISGMPACT MODEL MBDDOLOGY

E1 Economic Impact Model

The methodology and inptdutput model used in this economic impact analysis are considered
standard for estimating such expenditure impacts, and the results are typically recognized as
reasonable and plausible effectsased on the assumptions (including data) used to generate
the impacts. In general, one can say that any economic activity can be described in terms of the
total output generated from every dollar of direct expenditures. If an industry in a given region
sells $1 million of its goods, there is a direct infusion of $1 million into the region. These are
referred to agdirect expenditures

However, the economic impact on the region does not stop with that initial direct expenditure.
Regional suppliers tthat industry have also been called upon to increase their production to
meet the needs of the industry to produce the $1 million in goods sold. Further, suppliers of
these same suppliers must also increase production to meet their increased needslas wel
These are referred to asndirect expenditures In addition, these direct and indirect
expenditures require workers, and these workers must be paid for their labor. These wages
and salaries will, in turn, be spent in part on goods and services peddocally, engendering
another round of impacts. These are referred tarafuced expenditures

Direct expenditures are fed into a model constructed by Econsult Corporation and based on data
LIN2 GARSR o6& (KS ! { 5SLJ NI YSifAnaliF throughtyFesldd8 Qa . «
Input-Output Modeling System (RIMS 1l). The model then produces a calculation of the total
expenditure effect on the regional economy. This total effect includes the initial direct
expenditure effect, as well as the rigpéffects described, the indirect and induced expenditure

effects.

Part of the total expenditure effect is actually the increase in total wages and salaries (usually
referred to as earnings), which the model can separate from the expenditure estimBiesct

LI @NRff SadAyYlFdGSa FNBE TSR Abuipdt modélSImpastLofmiisS K 2 f R ¢
industry are estimated using the personal consumption expenditure breakdown of the national
input-output table and are adjusted to account for regad consumption spending and leakages

from personal taxes and savings.  The direct, indirect, and induced earnings represent a
component of the total economic impact attributable to wages and salaries. Finally, the model
calculates the total expendituresffecting the various industries and translates this estimate into

an estimate of the total labor (or jobs) required to produce this ouffut.

431n the inpwdutput model, the estimate of increased employment will alemys betivetemployment required for a
given level of production, usually referrgeitsomgearsof employment. As such, these estimates cannot be interpreted as
specifyingermanent jobs.
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In short, the inputoutput model estimates the total economic activity in a region that can be
attributed to the direct demand for the goods or services of various industries. This type of
approach is used to estimate the total economic activity attributable to the expenditures
associated with various types of spending in the region.

E2  Fiscal Impact Model

The RIMS Il model provides estimates of the economic impact of a new project or program on
the regional economy. It does not, however, estimate the fiscal impact of the increased
economic activity on state and local governments. Econsult has constructedial that takes

the output from the RIMS 1l model and generates detailed estimates of the increases in state
and local tax collections that arise from the new project. Those revenues are in fact a part of
the total economic impact of a new project that often ignored in conventional economic
impact analyses.

The RIMS Il model provides estimates of direct, indirect, and induced expenditures, earnings,
and employment within the defined region. The Econsult fiscal impact model combines the
RIMS 1l outputvith U. S. Census Bureau County Business Patterns data to produce estimates of
the distribution of additional employment and earnings by county. In addition, the 2000 Census
GW2dz2NySe (2 22NJ ¢ RFEGF 2y O2YYdziAy3a Fy 264
residents of each county within the region, regardless of where they work. The fiscal model can
then estimate the increase in earned income taxes by county and for the state as a whole
resulting from the new project. For complex cases, like Philadelptim@, model can
differentiate between residents and nonresidents and apply the proper wage tax rate.
Pennsylvania state business and sales taxes, as well as business taxes in Philadelphia, are
estimated based on the most recent data on average sales tax pass employee by major
industry, as contained in publications from the Pennsylvania Department of Revenue.
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FigureE.Ig Glossary of Terms for Inpe@utput Models

Direct Earnings the salaries and wages earned by employees and contracto
the direct expenditures.

Direct Employmeintthe full time equivalent jobs associated with the direct ex|

Direct Expenditureisinitial outlays usually associated with the project or act
modeled; examples: -bme upfront construchon related expenditures assog
with a new or renovated facility, annual expenditures associated with o
maintenance and/or operating activity.

Economic Impacistotal expenditures, employment, and earnings generated.
Fiscal Impacts local and/or state tax revenues generated.

Indirect Earningé the salaries and wages earned by employees and contrac
of the indirect expenditures.

Indirect Employmernit the full time equivalent jobs associated with the
expenditures.

Indrect Expendituresi indirect and induced outlays resulting from th
expenditures; examples: vendors increasing production to meet new demzg
with the direct expenditures, workers spending direct earnings on various pl
the bcal economy.

Multiplier Effedt the notion that initial outlays have a ripple effect on a local ¢

the extent that direct expenditures lead to indirect and induced expenditures.

Total Earnings the sum total of direct earnings and indifagsearn
Total Employmeiitthe sum total of direct employment and indirect employmg

Total Expenditurésthe sum total of direct expenditures and indirect expendit

's as part of

penditures.
ivity being
iated

ngoing facility

fors as part

indirect

a)

b direct
hnd associated
Irchases within

rconomy, to

nt.

Lres.

Source: Econsult Corporation (2009)
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APPENDIX ¢ ADDITIONAL DETAIL ONE ECONOMIQNA FISCAL IMPACT OF

FEDERAL HISTORIC AHHTATION TAX CREDPROJECT ACTIVITNY
PENNSYLVANIA

TableF.1¢ Industry Distribution of Estimated Total Expenditure Impact within the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania Resulting frdfederal Historic Rehabilitationaix Credit
Projectsfrom 1978 to 201Qin 2010 $M)

Rank Industry Expenditures % of Total
1 Construction $7,041 32%
2 Manufacturing $2,450 11%
3 Real estate and rental and leasing $1,015 5%
4 Retalil trade $932 4%
5 Professional, scientific, and tetkeriwices $898 4%
Other Industries $4,745 22%
All Industries $17,081 100%

Source: US Department of Commegd&ureau of Economic Analysis (200National Park Service (2011),
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission (2&tb)jsult Corporatio(2011)
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TableF.2¢ Industry Distribution of Estimated Total Employment Impact within the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania Resulting frdrederal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit
Projectsfrom 1978 to 201Qin 2010 $M)

Industry Employment % of Total

1 Construction 65,970 35%

2 Retail trade 15,407 8%

3 Manufacturing 11,474 6%

4 Health care and social assistance 10,575 6%

5 Professional, scientific, and technical services 6,774 4%
Other Industries 38,116 20%
All Industries 148,316 100%

Source: UBepartment of CommerogBureau of Economic Analysis (200¥ational Park Service (2011),
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commiss26a@, Econsult Corporatior2011)

TableF.3¢ Estimated Total Fiscal Impact within the Commonwealth of PennsylvamsisuRing
from Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit Projefitsm 1978 to 2010, by Regiagfmn 2010

$M)
NC NE NW SC SE SW Total
Personal Incomg  $1.0 $4.3 $2.5 $18.2 | $120.4| $21.7 | $168.0
Sales and Use $1.0 $4.2 $2.4 $17.9 | $118.4 | $21.3 | $165.2
corpore Net $0.3 | $1.1 | $0.6 | $47 | $313 | $56 | $43.6
Income
Total $2.2 $9.7 $5.5 $40.9 | $270.1| $48.6 | $376.9

Source: US Department of Commegd&ureau of Economic Analysis (200National Park Service (2011),

Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commiss26a@, Econsult Corporatior2011)

ECONSULT CORPORATION

URBAN PARTRE

FINAL UNFORMATTEBPORQJ November22, 2011



TheEconomic Benefits of Historic Preservation Activities in Pennsylvanigpage A29

APPENDI&S ¢ ADDITIONAL DETAIL ON THE CHANGEWMNPOUNDED ANNUAL
GROWTH RATHBEFORE AND AFTER IMPLEMENTATION OF STATE TAX CREDIT
PROGRAMS ISELECTED STATES

FigureG.1¢ Compounded Annual Growth Rates of Certified Rehahtidas Before and After
Implementation of State Tax Credit Programs in Selected Stéitedexedg 1989 = 1.00)
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TheEconomic Benefits of Historic Preservation Activities in Pennsylvanigpage A30

FigureG.2¢ Compounded Annual Growth Rates Inflation-Adjusted Certified Expenses Before
and After Implementation of State Tax Credit Programs in Selected Sigteexedg 1989 =
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TheEconomic Benefits of Historic Preservation Activities in Pennsylvanigpage A31

APPENDIX ¢ ADDITIONAL DETAIL GBOW A STATEEVEL TAX CREDIT LEADS
TO MORE HISTORIC PRESERVATION PROJECTS BEING COMPLETED

Projects can be generally categorized into one of four categayié¥ feasible without any
subsidy, 2) feasible with a federal teredit, 3) feasible with a federal and state tax credit, and
4) infeasible even with a federal and state tax cregénd is it that third category of projects
that are made possible as a result of a state tax credit on top of a federal tax creditdsee Fi
H.1).

FigureH.1¢ Stylized Visualization of the Role of Tax CreditdvMaking Historic Rehabilitation
ProjectsFeasible

Project is
feasible
_ without
Fz;?iiﬁtity additional
subsid
Threshold y
Project is not
feasible even
withboth
federal and
state tax credi
Project Project Project Project
Category Categorg Categorg Category

Source: Econsult Corporatid?0(1)

In deciding whether or not to pursue a particular development opportunity, a developer must
weigh the costs of development with the revenues that can be generated from the
development. If revenues exceed costs by enough to satisfy the developer, the development is
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considered feasible and will proceed, and if they do not, the development isideryed
infeasible and will not proceed. In the interest of advancing certain public policy objectives,
governments will sometimes provide incentives for development, in the hopes that those
incentives are sufficient to change a proposed development fraimd infeasible to being
feasible, such that the incentive makes possible the development and therefore the accrual of
whatever public policy objective is being sought.

The federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit is therefore intended to motivatelaawent

that has a historic preservation component to it, by providing a federal tax credit to make
possible historic preservation projects that might not have otherwise proceeded. If, absent the
federal tax credit, the project does not proceed, thenmstoric preservation takes place; but,

if, as a result of the existence of the federal tax credit, the project does proceed, then historic
preservation takes place, with the cost to the federal government being the amount of the
federal tax credit.

The ntention of statelevel tax credit programs is to provide an additional incentive, over and
above the federal tax credit, to motivate even more historic preservation projects. Thus,
gualifying historic preservation projects can be classified into onewfdategories:

1. Revenues exceed costs by enough to motivate development

2. Revenues do not exceed costs by enough to motivate development, but with the
addition of a federal tax credit, they do

3. Revenues do not exceed costs by enough to motivate developnimrit,with the
addition of a federal tax credit and a state tax credit, they do

4. Revenues do not exceed costs by enough to motivate development, and even with the
addition of a federal tax credit and a state tax credit, they still do not

Thus, the addition o& state tax credit program makes possible projects in the third category,
when absent the state tax credit, those projects would not have proceeded. The-dfade
though, is that the state tax credit usually must also be made available to projects firgh

and second category as well, which would have otherwise proceeded even in the absence of
the state tax credit.
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APPENDIXc ADDITIONAL DETAIL ON THE DIFFERENCE IN ESTIMATED
ECONOMIC AND FISCAL IMPACT BETWEEN HAVING AND NOT HAVING A STATE
LEVEIAX CREDIT PROGRAM IN PENNSYLVANIA

In determining whether a statéevel historic preservation tax credit makes sense for the
Commonwealth, it is useful to estimate the difference in estimated economic and fiscal impact
between having such a tax credit andt having it. It is assumed that if there is siate tax
credit, then the amount of historic preservation projects continues at historical levels, and that
if there is astatetax credit, then the amount of historic preservation projects increasez3ip

50 percent. The comparison, then, is between not giving away any-lstagétax credits and
maintaining historical levels of project investment, and having higher levels of project
investment but having to give stadevel tax credits to all historigreservation projects (i.e. not

just the ones that would not have otherwise moved forward but for the existence of the-state
level tax credit).

To complete the modeling of these two scenarios, estimates from this report were used to
determine economi@nd fiscal impacts for historic preservation projects at the Commonwealth
level, and assumptions were made based on other, similar reports, as to upfront and ongoing
fiscal impacts for historic preservation projects aethlocal level (see Table X#X).These
estimates assume a prograthat provides a state tax credit equal &b percent of qualified
project costs if the state program provides a higher percentage tax credit, that would
represent a higher upfront cost, but it would also likely induce mae project activity.

44Because ongoing fiscal impacts are additive in nature (Yee ar 1, one yearb6s worth of t
2, two yeards worth of that fiscal i mpact iis eamjoyed,
amount of stalievel tax credits given stays corfseeTable 1.1 and Table 1.2). In other words, in any given year, what is

being invested is that yeards state tax credpactofr eci pi e

that yeards construstabni mpacvi oy, abhdptbei ongoyegr &6 |
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Tablel.1 ¢ Assumptions Used to Estimate the Differencelintal AnnualEconomicand Fiscal
Impactwithin the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania Between Having and Not Having a State
Level Tax Credit Progratm 2010$M)*

Assumptions # Comments

Current annual level of HP investment | $218 Estimated in this report

% increase in HP investment as a result 2(?;/0 Assumption informed byMI/A
credit 50% experience

Currently proped level within the
Commonwealth

State tagredit amount as % of HP invest| 23%
Jobs created per $1M HP investment (P| 21  Estimated in this report
Economic impact per $1M HP investmer $2.45 Estimated in this report

Fiscal impact per $1M HP investment (F| $0.055 Estimated in this report

Figal impact per $1M HP investment (lo
upfront)

Assumption informed by other historic

$0.015 | eservatianodelingy Econsult

Fiscal impact per $1M HP investment (P
ongoing)

Assumption informed by other historic

$0.025 preservatiamodelingy Ecosult

Fiscal impact per $1M HP investment (Ic Assumption informed by other historic
- $0.030 ) :
ongoing) preservatianodelingy Econsult

Source: Econsult Corporatid?0( 1)

45 These figures are expressed in constant 2010 dollars. This essentially assumes that amounts will increase over time
same rate that they would be discounted back in orderitoegsess dollars.
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Tablel.2 ¢ Estimated Difference iff otal AnnualEconomicand Fiscalmpactwithin the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania Between
Having and Not Having a Stateevel Tax Credit Program, Assuming It Indu2gso 50 Percent More Projects by Dollar Amoufin

2010$M)

Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Without Statéevel Tax Credit

HP investment $218 $218 $218 $218 $218 $218 $218 $218 $218 $218
State tagredit amount $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Jobs created (PA) 4,635 4,635 4,635 4,635 4,635 4,635 4,635 4,635 4,635 4,635
Economic impact (PA) $534 $534 $534 $534 $534 $534 $534 $534 $534 $534
Fiscal impact (PA) $12.0 $12.0 $12.0 $12.0 $12.0 $12.0 $12.0 $12.0 $12.0 S$12.0

With Staté_evel Tax Credit (Assumi2g/6 More Project Investment)

HP investment $273 $273 $273 $273 $273 $273 $273 $273 $273 $273
Stae tax credit amount $68 $68 $68 $68 $68 $68 $68 $68 $68 $68
Jobs created (PA) 5794 5,794 5794 5794 5794 5794 5794 5794 5,794 5,794
Economic impact (PA) $668  $668  $668  $668  $668  $668  $668  $668  $668  $668
Fiscal impact (PA) $15.0 $150 $15.0 $150 $150 $15.0 $150 $15.0 $15.0 $15.0

Difference Between With and Without &&atel Tax Credit (Assumi2go More Project Investment)

HP investment $55 $55 $55 $55 $55 $55 $55 $55 $55 $55
State tax credit amount $68 $68 $68 $68 $68 $68 $8 $68 $68 $68
Jobs created (PA) 1,159 1,159 1,159 1,159 1,159 1,159 1,159 1,159 1,159 1,159
Economic impact (PA) $134  $134  $134  $134  $134  $134  $134  $134  $134  $134
Fiscal impact (PApfront) $3.0 $3.0 $3.0 $3.0 $3.0 $3.0 $3.0 $3.0 $3.0 $3.0
ECONSULT CORPORATION FINAL UNFORMATTEBEPORd November22, 2011
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Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Fiscal imgt (localupfront) $0.8 $0.8 $0.8 $0.8 $0.8 $0.8 $0.8 $0.8 $0.8 $0.8
Fiscal impact (P8ngoing) $1.4 $2.7 $4.1 $5.5 $6.8 $8.2 $9.5 $109 $12.3 $13.6
Fiscal impact (loeahgoing) $1.6 $3.3 $4.9 $6.5 $8.2 $9.8 $11.4 $13.1 $14.7 3164
Fiscal impaA + local) $6.8 $9.8 $12.8 $15.8 $18.8 $21.8 $24.8 3$27.8 $30.8 $33.8
With Staté_evel Tax Credit (Assuming 50% More Project Investment)

HP investment $327 $327 $327 $327 $327 $327 $327 $327 $327 $327
State tax credit amount $82 $82 $82 $82 $82 $82 $82 $82 $82 $82
Jobs created (PA) 6,953 6,953 6,953 6,953 6,953 6,953 6,953 6,953 6,953 6,953
Economic impact (PA) $801  $801  $801  $801  $801  $801  $801  $801  $801  $801
Fiscal impact (PA) $18.0 $18.0 $18.0 $18.0 $18.0 $18.0 $18.0 $18.0 $18.0 $18.0
Difference Between With and Without &&tel Tax Credit (Assuming 50% More Project Investment)

HP investment $109 $109 $109 $109 $109 $109 $109 $109 $109 $109
State tax credit amount $82 $82 $82 $82 $82 $82 $82 $82 $82 $82
Jobscreated (PA) 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318
Economic impact (PA) $267 $267 $267 $267 $267 $267 $267 $267 $267 $267
Fiscal impact (PApfront) $6.0 $6.0 $6.0 $6.0 $6.0 $6.0 $6.0 $6.0 $6.0  $6.0
Fiscal impact (loeapfrot) $1.6 $1.6 $1.6 $1.6 $1.6 $1.6 $1.6 $1.6 $1.6 $1.6
Fiscal impact (PAngoing) $2.7 $55 $8.2 $109 $136 $16.4 $19.1 $21.8 $245 $27.3
Fiscal impact (loeahgoing) $3.3 $6.5 $9.8 $13.1 $16.4 $19.6 $22.9 $26.2 $29.4 $32.7
Fiscal impact (PA + lpocal $13.6 $19.6 $25.6 $31.6 $37.6 $43.6 $496 $55.6 $61.6 $67.6

Source: Econsult Corporatidi0(1)
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$68 to $82 million in tax credits, but brings in $Bmillion to $6.0 million in state tax revenues
and $0.8million to $1.6 millionin local tax revenues that year (thrgh upfront construction),
and $1.4million to $2.7 millionin state tax revenues and $lmillion to $3.3 millionin local tax
revenues every year tar that (through ongoing operations). There are two complementary
ways in which this comparison between upfront public investment (in the form of -$tart
tax credits) and upfront and ongoing public benefit (in the form of state and local tax ueven
generation) can be expressedirst, it can be said that it takd2 to 21 years for that initial
public investment to be recouped in the form of state and local tax revenues generate@ (or
to 48 years, if only state tax revenues are considered). S#&cibrcan be said that the initial
public investment, minus tax revenues generated that year, yielsi$oa8 percent return each
thereafter in the form of state and local tax revenues generated (or4£2gercent, if only stee
tax revenues are considerg(see Table 1.3).

Tablel.3 ¢ Estimated Difference i otal AnnualEconomicand Fiscalmpactwithin the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania Between Having and Not Havi@§ &ercenStateLevel Tax
Credit Program, Assuming It Induc25to 50 Percent More Bjects by Dollar Amountin 2010

$M)
% increase in HP investment as a result of tax credit 25% 50%
Annual tax credit amount $68 $82
Difference in historic preservation investment $55 $109
Difference in jobs created in PA 1,159 2,318
Difference in @eamic impact in PA $134 $267
Difference in state fiscal impact (upfront construction) $3.0 $6.0
Difference in local fiscal impact (upfront construction) $0.8 $1.6
Difference in state fiscal impact (ongoing operations) $1.4 $2.7
Difference in localdismpact (ongoing operations) $1.6 $3.3
Payback period (counting state tax revenues only) 48 28
Payback period (counting local and state tax revenues) 21 12
ROI on net Year 1 outlay (state tax revenues only) 2.1% 3.6%
ROI on net Year 1 outlay (cguotal and state tax revenues) 4.7% 8.1%

Source: Econsult Corporatidc?0(1)
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APPENDIXJ ¢ HISTORIC DESIGNATIORROPERTY VALUE AMNASY
METHODOLOGY AND REBY

J1 Historic Districts Analyzed

All three of the locally designated historic districts thatreveehosen for this property value
analysis¢ the Powelton Village Historic District in Philadelphia, the West Ch&xtamtown
Historic District in Chester County, and the Mexican War Streets Historic District in Pittgburgh
are located in municipalitiethat regulate historic districts under both the Pennsylvania Historic
District Act and the Municipalities Planning Code. They were chosen to represent a diversity of
locality sizes, of overall approaches to historic preservation, and of locations witkin t
Commonwealth.

The Powelton VillageHistoric District is located west of the Schuylkill River in the University

City section of Philadelphia. The area, situated just north of Drexel University and the University

of Pennsylvania, was developed on laadginally owned by two well known Philadelphia

families: the BingharBaring family and the Powel family. Initially developed in the-h$f

century in the Italianate style, the district continued growth from the 1850s through 1910 with
buildings in everymportant Victorian stylé¢®By the early 200Sy (i dzNBE X (G KS Yy SA IKO !
2yS 2F GKS Y2aid AYLINBaAaA®S Ay GKS OAGeY T2NJ o
The district was added to the National Register in 1985.

The West Chester DowntowrHistoric Districtis located in Chester County, in Southeastern
Pennsylvania. The Downtown Historic District encompasses approximately 15 blocks including
Gay and Market streets, the two main thoroughfares. The town of West Chester was
developed to servas the county seat for Chester County in the earl§ d®ntury. The densely
developed area, consisting of mostly thrstry buildings, many both residential and
commercial, is anchored by the Chester County Courthouse (1846) and the bank across the
street.*® The neighborhood was Act 167 certified in 1988 and expanded in2006.

TheMexican War Street#istoricDistrictis located in the north side of the city of Pittsburgh in
Allegheny Countylhe neighborhood was formedh&n General William Robinson,, Jeturned
from the MexicarAmerican War in 184&nd created the neighborhood from land owned by
his father Henamed the newly plotted streets after the battles and heroes of the Wére
houses reflect a wide range of Victorian architectural styles faptrom 18501890. The

46 Powelton Village Civic Association.

A The Powelton Historic District Nomination, o Thomas, (
“fiDesign Guidelines for the West Chester Hd@uy®00R)c Di str
49Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission.
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neighborhood was hit hard in the 1920s, when its residents began moving to the suburbs, and
began deteriorating. By the 1960s, the area was scheduled for demoliiowever, the
neighborhood was saved by a group of residents anesgnvationists and has thrived ever
since® The district was Act 167 certified in 1975 and expanded in 2008.

J2 Overall Analytical Approach

| SR2Yy A0 NBINBaaAirzy |ylfteasSa LINBadzyS GKFG Kz2dza
for a bundle of #ributes ¢ some positive and some negativeassociated with the house.

Some are related to the structure itsedf number of bedrooms and bathrooms, age and
condition of systems, existence of various desirable features like a pool or a patio. Some are
related to the mix of costs and services associated with the governing jurisdictions within which

the house is located tax levels, the caliber of public schools, the quality of police and fire. And

some are related to proximity to various amenities ansathenitiesg distance to the nearest

park, playground, landfill.

An econometric model can be developed by preparing house sales data near each location:
geo-coded for location, cleaned for representative characteristics, and formatted for empirical
work. If it is known if a particular property is part of a locally designated historic district, and
when that designation came into effect, the effect of that designation can be isolated and
measurec??® Specifically, this effort exploreghether designation fad an immediate effect on

50Mexican War Streets Society.
51Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission.

52 Regression analyses control for all relevant variables, and thus isolate the specific effenttibmistopcopesty

values. Thus, if it is determined that homes within an actual district trade at a premium to homes tlthstaictsyot in historic
this does not mean that homes within districts command higher prices than homes noleaithjritdisisatet always

true. What it does mean is that the price of homes, whether within districts or not within districts, are mwdde up of a num
factors, both positive and negative; and being in a historic district has been detenmasitdaefiave

To use another example, if it is determined that historic designation has either an immediate and/or arcbagoing positive ef
house prices, this does not mean that historic designation automatically results in an waframtraadéoimahause

prices; clearly, that is not always true. What it does mean is that changes in prices of homes over tinggteshether within d
or not within districts, are made up of a number of factors, both positive and negatavdristodddisgidh has been
determined to have a positive effect over time.

For this analysis, a number of variables were included to account for as much of the underlying causes behind price move
as possible, including all available structucdéisizea, the age and condition of the house, and the season and year in
which it was transacted. Nevertheless, the price a buyer is willing to pay for a given house is often a @ihetion of countles
influences, some of which may not have beey gcopunted for in this analysis, particularly because the unit of geography
(a historic districtds boundaries) is relatively smal
Therefore, this analytical approach shautdidered the best available in light of the inherent limitations of such an inquiry.

ECONSULT CORPORATION FINAL UNFORMATTEBPORQJ November22, 2011
URBAN PARTNERS




property values andwhether those properties appreciated at a different rate over tintean
non-designated propertie§3

However, if there is an insufficient number of house sales transactions before and after
designatiom}* it may be difficult to estimate these effects. In such cases, instead of looking at
GoSTF2NBé¢ yR al FUSNE STFFSOGaz 2yS OFy O0O2YLI NB
prices outside of the designated area; and, controlling for other potentiakplanatory

variables, such an analysis can help answer the questiowhether the designated area
commanded a premium over other, otherwise similar but natesignated areas

J3 Regression ResultsPowelton Village

The results of this hedonic regéeh 2y | y I f @ 3A & adzZLJLI2 NI GKS FAYRA)
Philadelphia, that historic designations have a positive impact on property values. First we
consider the Powelton Village Historic District, which, because of its urban location and the
plentiful number of house sales transactions in the years prior to and subsequent to
RSaAadylFI{iA2ys 02dz R 6S &addzRASR FNRBRY (GKS aidl yRL
J.]:%

TableJ.1¢ Regression Results for Powelton Villabkstoric District

Variable Est. Coeff. t Value
N=60,208,-81=0.61

Intercept 3.6472 25.29
pre_NHS (fixed) 0.7478 3.45
pre_NHS (slope) -0.0109 0.18
post_NHS (fixed) 0.4893 7.24
post_NHS (slope) 0.0294 6.88
In_lotsqft 0.1239 4.63
In_bsqft 0.6327 19.93
FAR -0.2072 -6.49

53|n the case of the Mexican War Streets Historic District and the West Chester Downtown Historic District, what was us
the event being analyzed was not the biggomad designation, but the expansion of that designated status to additional
properties.

54 This can be the case if designation occurred too close to the present for there to be sufficient number of house ¢
transactions takbdbngi meaperdodingltheanapieti cularly be
and/or it is not relatively dense, such that in any given time period there are not a lot of transactions to include.

55For the 3¢ear period from January 1,t0986cember 31, 2010, over 60,000 transactions were analyzed.
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Variable Est. Coeff. t Value
N=60,208,-84=0.61

ratio_frt_sqft -8.8233 -6.50
one_fire 0.0028 0.07
two_fire 0.1494 1.25
In_dist_cbd 0.7942 59.71
corner_dum -0.0432 -1.67
cond_superior 0.2615 10.26
cond_above_avg 0.1621 7.25
cond_below_avg -0.4006 -27.82
cond_inferior -0.5206 -34.02
centra air 0.0376 1.95
rental -0.3185 52.70
garage 0.2345 33.34
frame -0.1015 -3.97
masother 0.1130 8.09
stone 0.2070 14.97
oneh_story -0.0093 0.22
two_story -0.0207 -0.76
twoh_story 0.3257 9.74
three_story 0.4392 14.86
threeplus_story 0.7521 17.30
apt_house 0.0819 6.65
detached -0.0719 -3.76
row_house -0.0547 -5.66
age -0.0091 -26.38
age_dev -0.0060 -15.66
abate_imprvd 0.4140 4.84
spring 0.0064 0.79
summer 0.0721 9.46
autumn 0.0575 7.29
repsalel 0.2975 30.79
repsale2 0.2914 27.21
repsald 0.1995 19.71
repsale4 0.0818 8.47
year 2 0.0878 3.03
year_3 0.0605 2.04
year 4 0.1903 6.69
year 5 0.3316 11.76
year_6 0.4255 15.55
year 7 0.5451 20.17
year_8 0.6710 24.72
year 9 0.7382 27.09
year_10 0.8411 30.58
year 11 0.8065 29.23
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Variable Est. Coeff. t Value
N=60,208,-84=0.61

year 12 0.8056 28.62
year_13 0.8762 30.76
year_14 0.9494 34.20
year_ 15 0.9981 37.31
year_16 0.8116 29.60
year 17 0.8623 31.75
year_ 18 0.8377 31.17
year_19 0.9350 35.01
year_ 20 1.0384 39.00
year 21 1.0617 39.48
year_22 1.2964 46.10
year 23 1.3085 48.12
year_24 1.1883 45.30
year_ 25 1.3304 51.30
year_ 26 1.6624 64.02
year_27 1.9929 76.09
year 28 2.0410 76.98
year_29 1.9993 72.79
year_30 1.9275 67.86
year 31 1.9040 64.08
SourceCity of Philadelphia Department of Records and Office of Property Asse¢261.1),Econsult Corporation
(2011

The variables of particular interest are the ones that represent the extent to which house prices
vary as a result of historic designation, both before and after the year of designzftion:

1. pre_NHS (fixedy} the difference from citywide average of house prices in areas that
would eventually become historic districts, prior to historic designation

2. pre_NHS (slop&) the difference from citywide average of annual appreciation of house
prices in areas that would eventiyabecome historic districts

3. post_NHS (fixed}, the percentage change in house prices in the year immediately
following historic designation

56 The importance of exploring these four variables simultaneously is that it helps answer the question ofidirection of caus
by decomposing movements in house priceslegmpatiomd postlesignation periods, one can test if the movements in

both periods are similar (which would suggest that differences from citywide trends is due to somethingpaherent to the are
from historic designation) or different (which would atdgsstithdesignation had a meaningful impact on the area
because of the change in levels and trends between before the designation and after the designation).
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4. post_NHSt (slopeg the difference from citywide average of annual appreciation of
house prices within historicistricts, subsequent to historic designation

The importance of exploring these four variables simultaneously is that it helps answer the
guestion of direction of causation. In other words, by considering price levels and trends
before and after designain, one can have a sense of the extent to which designation changed
price levels and trends.

Because these regressions use the natural log of price, results can be expressed in percentage
GSN¥a o0& NIXAaiAy3da S (2 (KS LihéubtNktiggTl. This Gélds O2 S F 1
the following results (see Table?:

TableJ.2¢ Property Value Impact oDesignation of Powelton Village Historic District
(* denotes statistically significant resujt

Pre Post Post
Pre- : . Designation  Designation
: e : Designation D'eS|gnat|o.n Difference in  Difference in
Historic District(Year Studied) . . Difference in i

Difference in Price Annual
. Annual e e

Price Appreciation Appreciation  Appreciation

PP (Year 1) (After Year 1)
Powelton Village; national (2011) | +111%* -1.1% +63%* +3.0%*
Philadelphia; local (2008) +33%* -1.2%* +2% +1.0%*
Philadelphia; national (2008) +0% +0.0% -15%* +1.6%*

SourceCity of Philadelphia Department of Records and Office of Property Asse$2a1h)tEconsult Corporation
(2008,2011)

House prices in wat would become the Powelton Village Historic District were priced 111
percent higher than the citywide average prior to historic designation in 1985. House prices in
the Powelton Village Historic District increased by 63 percent in the year immediallekyihg
historic designation, and coimued to increase by 3.0 percentage poinisre per year than the
citywide average in the years following historic designation.

To see more clearly how these initial and ongoing effects play out over time, thesssem
coefficients can be used to generate a house price index for Powelton Village Historic District,
relative to the rest of the real sutmarket to which it belongs (see Figurd). This house price

570nly statistically significant findings are narrated here.
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TheEconomic Benefits of Historic Preservatisctivities in Pennsylvania  page Ad4

index suggests that while the typical house in &telphia was worth four times what it was
worth in 1980, and the typical house in West Philadelphia was worth seven times what it was
worth in 1980, the typical house in the Powelton Village Historic District was worth 21 times
what it was worth in 19868

FigureJ.1¢ House Price Index fdPowelton VillageHistoric District(1980 = 100)
(shaded = year of designation)

2500
===Fhiladelphia
===\\lest Philadelphia, excluding Powelton Village
Powelton Village
2000
1500 |——
1000 S
200 Eiisicicg f
- B __
0

1980 1982 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010
SourceCity of Philadelphia Department of Records and Office of Property Asse$2a1h)tEconsult Corporation

(2011)

58 Note that these indexes ateunality adjusted, so it is likely that a significant proportion of that property value increase is du
to improvements and rehabilitations made on these houses. Hence, the designation increased house values in two wa
buyers were willing to payemium to be located within the District, and 2) owners were willing to invest in their propertie:

because of the overall improvements within the District, thus making those houses fundamentally higher in quality.
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J4a Regression &sults¢ Mexican War Streets

Next we consider the Mexican War Streets Historic District, for which we also considered the
SEGSYylG (2 6KAOK RAAUGNRAROU SELI yaAzy3%AHerewarny Kl
find that house prices irboth the original and theexpanded Mexican War Streets Historic

District appreciated at an annual raté 3.9 percentage pointhigher than the average the

three surrounding zip codeprior to the expansion in 2008nd that home prices in the
expanded Districincreased by 15 percent in the year immediately following exparfSion.

TableJ.3¢ Regression Results for Mexican War Streblistoric District

Variable Est. Coeff. t Value
N=13,067,-83=0.43

Intercept 9.0590 204.93
pre_exp (fixed) -0.1196 -1.37
pre_expt (slope) 0.0379 8.78
post_exp (fixed) 0.1428 6.56
post_expt (slope) -0.0716 -0.50
lot_sqft 0.0001 31.42
resmodel 0.8144 49.39
BEDROOMS 0.0070 1.21
FULL_BATHS 0.1197 11.51
HALF_BATHS 0.1962 16.92
spring 0.0666 4.05
summer 0.0829 5.15
autum 0.0710 4.32
year 2 0.2006 1.79
year_3 0.3666 2.86
year_4 0.4323 1.72
year 5 0.5000 3.77

59 The variables of particular inteeesih@iones that represent the extent to which house prices vary as a result of historic
designation, both before and after the year of designation:

1. pre_exp (fixed}the difference from the thiig@verage of house prices in areas that either ddecoemtaally
become part of the of the historic district, prior to the expansion

2. pre_exp (slope}he difference from the thig@verage of annual appreciation of house prices in areas that that
either are or would eventually become part b&thistoiric district

3. post_exp (fixeid)he percentage change in house prices in the year immediately following the expansion

post_exp (slopg)he difference from the thieeverage of annual appreciation of house prices within historic
districts, sslkquent to the expansion

60Only statistically significant findings are narrated here.
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Variable Est. Coeff. t Value
N=13,067,-84=0.43

year_6 0.5190 4.47
year_7 0.5275 5.29
year_8 0.5225 6.24
year 9 0.5427 5.02
year_10 0.5465 4.96
year 11 0.5623 5.77
year 12 0.6068 4.76
year_13 0.6600 4.6
year_14 0.7129 5.43
year_15 0.7612 5.95
year_16 0.8021 5.93
year 17 0.8455 5.55
year_18 0.8901 4.25
year_ 19 0.9435 3.63
year 20 0.9445 3.59
year 21 0.9553 1.46
year 22 0.9781 -1.24
year_23 0.9867 2.92
year_24 1.0424 7.18
year_ 25 1.0817 7.96
year_26 1.1361 9.59
year_27 1.2047 10.52
year 28 1.2396 8.32
year_29 1.2783 5.34
year_30 1.3275 1.58
year 31 1.3365 6.08
year_32 1.3671 6.36
year_ 33 1.3704 571
year_34 1.3664 5.71
year_35 1.3662 6.9

SourceTerradatum(2011),Econsult Corporain (2012
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TableJ.4¢ Property Value Impact oDesignation of Mexican War Streets Historic District
(* denotes statistically significant resu)t

Pre-Designation PostDesignation _PostDesgnanon
. ? . . . Difference in Annual
Difference in Annual Difference in Price

Appreciation Appreciation (Year 1) Appre\(;fg;);])(After

-11% +3.94* +13%* -6.9%
Source: Econsult Corporatidt0(08,2011)

Pre-Designation

Difference in Price

To see more clearly how these initial and ongoing effects play out over time, thgsession
coefficients can be used to generate a house price index for Mexican War Streets Historic
District, relative to the rest of the real subarket to which it belongs (see Figude€d. This
house price index suggests that, by 20d@jle the typicd house near the Mexican War Streets
Historic District was worth four times more than what it was worth in 1976, the typical house in

the Mexican War Streets Historic District was worth 11 times mbam twhat it was worth in
197651

61 As with the Powelton Village Historic District, the designation and subsequent expansion may have increased house val
two ways: 1) buyers were willing toppamiam to be located within the District, and 2) owners were willing to invest in their
properties because of the overall improvements within the District, thus making those houses fundamentally higher in quali
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TheEconomic Benefits of Historic Preservatixtivities in Pennsylvania  page A48

FigureJ.2¢ HousePrice Index foMexican War Street$listoric District(1976 = 100)
(shaded = year of designation)
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SourceTerradatum(2011), Econsult Corporation (2011

J.5 Regression ResultsWest Chester

Next we consider the West Chester Downtown Historic Distsibich, because of the relative
lack of house sales transactions in the years prior to and subsequent to designation, could not
0S d40GdzZRASR FTNRY GKS aillyRLR2AYGIF® || a0SF2NBE

62 An analysis identical to the onerpedfarn the Powelton Village Historic District was performed on the West Chester
Downtown Historic District, and none of the results for the four key variables (pre_NHS (fixed), pre_NHS (slope), post
(fixed), post. NHSt (slope) were found to balbtatigtificant.
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TableJ.5¢ Regression Results for West €dter DowntownHistoric District

Variable Est. Coeff. t Value
N=30,977,-89=0.77

Intercept 12.0367 755.30
Orig 0.0661 7.44
Exp_Only 0.2108 9.97
WestChester 0.1218 26.00
bldg_sqft 0.0002 67.43
lot_sqft 0.0000 1.99
FAR -0.0121 -2.62
beds 0.0272 9.87
baths_full 0.2006 64.71
baths_half 0.1684 47.93
new_Const 0.1529 26.89
Mobile_Home -1.6514 -96.45
Attached -0.2563 -44.98
Semi_Detached -0.3440 -48.93
Unit_Flat -0.3331 -32.79
Dist CBD -0.0175 -712.57
Dist_Sec_CBD 0.0164 29.22
DOM2 -0.0001 -6.13
Bid_Ask 0.0000 19.97
spring 0.0051 0.78
summer 0.0304 4.41
autumn 0.0104 1.70
year_qtr_3 0.0554 4,98
year_qtr_4 0.0433 3.51
year_qtr 5 0.0685 5.47
year_qtr_6 0.0834 7.63
year_qtr_7 0.0677 6.05
year_qtr_8 0.0807 6.45
year_qtr_9 0.0766 6.09
year_qtr_10 0.0962 8.64
year_gtr_11 0.0740 6.53
year_qtr_12 0.0558 4.27
year_qtr_13 0.0543 4.08
year_qtr_14 0.0483 4.49
year_qtr_15 0.0510 4.37
year_qtr_16 0.0248 1.79
year_qtr_17 -0.0039 -0.28
year_qtr_18 -0.0029 -0.24
year_qtr_19 0.0078 0.66
yea_qtr_20 -0.0125 -0.97
year_qtr_21 -0.0276 -1.99
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Variable Est. Coeff. t Value
N=30,977,-89=0.77

year_qtr_22 -0.0024 -0.21
year_qtr_23 -0.0172 -1.39
year_qtr_24 -0.0538 -3.97

SourceTerradatum(2011), Econsult Corporation (2011

Instead, house prices for the original district, the newly expandetsmof the district, and West
Chester Borough as a whole were compared against houses in Chester County, using house
sales transactions that took place between January 1, 2005, and December 31, 20ri0g

this sixyear period, there were 30,977 housalss transactions in Chester County, including
6,384 in West Chester. Of those house sales transactions, five took place within the original
boundaries of the West Chester Downtown Historic District and 37 took place within the newly
expanded parts of th®istrict.

Despite these relatively small volumes of house sales transactions, the regression results
indicate that the differences between Chester County prices and District prices are statistically
significant (denoted below with a *):

1. Orig * ¢ Houseswithin the original District boundaries commanded a 6.6 percent
premium over Chester County houses.

2. Exp_Only * Houses within the newly expanded parts of the District commanded a 21.1
percent premium over Chester County houses.

3. WestChester, Houses WesChester commanded a 12.2 percent premium over Chester
County houses.

Hence, the 2006 expansion of the West Chester Downtown Historic District has resulted in a
newly expanded part of the District that commands an average $81,000 premium over houses

in Chester County and an average $36,000 premium over houses in West Chester (see Figure
J3 P b20S dKIFIG Ay GKS 110aSyOS 2F GKS FoAafAade
analysis of the Powelton Village Historic District, it is unknown wdreths was the expansion

of the West Chester Downtown Historic District that imparted this value premium. It is possible

that causality ran in the other direction: expansion boundaries could have been chosen to
include houses and neighborhoods that haeken nicely maintained, relative to nearby homes

and neighborhoods.
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FigureJ.3¢ Property Value Impact oDesignation of West Chester Downtown Historic District
(* denotes statistically significant resu)t
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SourceTerradatum(2011), Econsult Corpatron (2012
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APPENDIK ¢ ADDITIONAL DETAIL BERITAGSITE&ND HERITAGEREAS

Table K.X; Heritage Sites within the Commonwealth

AACA Museum

American Women's Heritage Society
American Philosophical Society
Brandywine Battlefield Park

Chadds Ford Historical Society
Colonial Pennsylvania Plantation
Cornwall Iron Furnace

Ebenezer Maxwell Mansion

Erie County Historical Society
Fetherston Foundation

Glen Foerd Conséiwa Corporation
Greene County Historical Society
Hershey Derry Township Historical Society
Historic Schaefferstown, Inc.
Hopd.odge and Mathers Park
Joseph Priestly House

Lebanon County Historical Society
Mercer County Historical Society
Nidolas Newlin Foundation/Newlin Grist Mill
Old Economy Village

Philadelphia Sketch Club

Pike County Histat Society

Somerset Historical Center

The Hershey Story

Union County Historical Society
Wood Turning Ceante

Adams County Historical Society

American Helicopter Museum and EdGeatien
American Swedish Historical Museum

Butler County Historical Society

Chester County Historical Society

Conrad Weisedomesad

Crawford County Historical Society

Edgar Allan Poe National Historic Site

Erie Maritime Museum

Fort Mifflin on the Delaware

Goodell Gardens & Homestead

Hawk Mountain Sanctuary

Hershey Gardens

Historical and Genealogical Society of Somerset (
John J. Tyler Arboretum

Lawrence County Historical Society

Mennonite Historians of Eastern Pennsylvania
Monroe County Historical Society
Northumberland County Historical Society

Pearl S. Buck International House and Historic Sit
Philadelphia Society for the Preservation of Landn
Quiet Valley Living Historical Farm

Swarthmore College Scott Arboretum

The Historical Society of Pennsylvania

Wagner Free Institute of Science

Woodlands Trust for Historic Preservation

Source: Pennsylvanidistorical and Museum Commissi@910)
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TableK.2¢ Heritage Areas within the Commonwealth

Allegheny Ridge Heritage Area Delaware & Lehigh National Heritage Corrid
Endless Mountainsitdge Region Lackawanna Heritage Valley

Lincoln Highway Heritage Corridor Lumber Heritage Region

National Road Heritage Corridor Oil Region National Heritage Area

PA Route 6 Heritage Corridor Rivers of Steel National Heritage Area

Schuylkill River Matl & State Heritage Area Susquehanna Gateway Heritage Area

Source: Commonwealth of Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources (2010)

Figue K.1¢ Heritage Areas within the Commonwealth

Source: Commonwealth of Pennsylvania Departt of Conservation and Natural Resources (2010)
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TableK.X!1 SNAGEFIAS {AGSa SAGKAY®St KAf I RSt LIKALI ¢

American Jewish History Museur Athenaeum Atwater Kent Museum

Betsy Ross House Elfreth's Alley Independence National Historic F
National Liberty Museum
Source: Pennsylvanidistorical and Museum Commissi@®910)

Independence Seaport Museum National Constitution Center

63 Philadelphia has numerous historic dfstritte purposes of this studiat is meant here is the district centered on
Independence Mall.
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APPENDIK¢ ADDITIONAL DETAIL BHRITAGE TOURISMIVASION

TableL.1¢ 2009 Estimated Visitation to Heritag8ites Not Located Within a Heritage Area or
the Philadelphia Historic District

AACA Museum 69,500
Adams County Historical Society 1,500
American Women's Heritage Society 22,000
American Helicopter Museum and Education Center 38,000
American PhilosagathiSociety 68,212
American Swedish Historical Museum 15,402
Brandywine Battlefield Park 5,180
Butler County Historical Society 2,000
Chadds Ford Historical Society 15,000
Chester County Historical Society 11,459
Colonial Pennsylvania Plantation 12,@0
Conrad Weisdomestead 579
Cornwall Iron Furnace 3,439
Crawford County Historical Society 2,900
Ebenezer Maxwell Mansion 1,095
Edgar Allan Poe National Historic Site 16,000
Erie County Historical Society 14,270
Erie Maritime Museum 17,126
Feherston Foundation 6,103
Fort Mifflin on the Delaware 39,500
Glen Foerd Conservation Corporation 19,364
Goodell Gardens & Homestead 4,200
Greene County Historical Society 2,000
Hawk Mountain Sanctuary 65,000
Hershey Derry Township HistoricaySociet 6,395
Hershey Gardens 95,672
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Historic Schaefferstown, Inc. 4,962
Historical and Genealogical Society of Somerset County 23,000

Hope Lodge and Mathers Park 1,225
John J. Tyler Arboretum 70,000
Joseph Priestly House 1,015
Lawrence County HistbS8oaiety 2,200
Lebanon County Historical Society 1,700
Mennonite Historians of Eastern Pennsylvania 6,000
Mercer County Historical Society 4,500
Monroe County Historical Society 807
Nicholas Newlin Foundation/Newlin Grist Mill 33,000
Northumberla@bunty Historical Society 3,500
Old Economy Village 4,689
Pearl S. Buck International House and Historic Site 20,959
Philadelphia Sketch Club 12,550
Philadelphia Society for the Preservation of Landmarks 23,000
Pike County Historical Society 3,000
Quet Valley Living Historical Farm 27,646
Somerset Historical Center 10,309
Swarthmore College Scott Arboretum 35,000
The Hershey Story 81,433
The Historical Society of Pennsylvania 9,848
Union County Historical Society 1,700
Wagner Free Institut8@énce 11,926
Wood Turning Center 2,700
Woodlands Trust for Historic Preservation 2,000
Total 952,56t

SourcePennsylvaniddistoricaland Museum Commission (2010yban Partners (2010)
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Table L.2; 2008 Estimated Visitation to Heritage Areds

Alleghey Ridge 564,074
Delaware & Lehigh 1,356,03:
Endless Mountains 25,000
Lackawanna Valley 248,00C
Lincoln Highway 3,018,28°
Lumber Region 857,48:
National Road 3,715,40(
Oil Region 359,872
Rivers of Steel 2,118,00(
Route 6 3,533,63¢
Schuylkill Rive 5,050,00(
Susquehanna Gateway 4,602,77¢
Total 25,448,55:

Source: HeritagePA (201@gnnsylvanilistoricaland Museum Commissio (201Mdividual heritage
organizations (201QJrban Partners (2010)

4l n 2008, HeritagePA conducted an an bdritage iAas:eAnStudytin ed A
Success. 0 Eight of the 12 heritage areas wethefouexamine
remaining heritage areas was gathered from the Pennsylvania Historical and Museumir€otiyrfriesicth@ individual

heritage organizations. Each of the Heritage Areas contains a variety of heritage sites, visitation fat intitoh is all include
above visitation figures. For example, the Gettysburg National Military Parkinegartofhivay Heritage Corridor, so

its visitation is reflected in that of the overall Heritage Area.
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TableL.3¢ 2009 Estimated Visitation to Philadghia Historic District Site®8

American Jewish History Museun 15,637

Athenaeum 10,278
Atwater Kent Museum 12,537
Betsy Ross House 263,24¢
Elfreth's Alley 48,534
Independence National Historic F 3,967,69:
Independence Seaport Museum 88,570
NationaConstitution Center 1,000,00(
National Liberty Museum 46,730
Total 5,453,22¢

SourcePennsylvaniddistoricaland Museum Commission (201Qkban Partners (2010)

65 Philadelphia has numerous historic ffstritte purposes of this studiat is meant here is the district centered on
Independence Mall.
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APPENDIX ¢ ADDITIONAL DETAIL BHRITAGE TOURISM VISITOR SPENDING
METHODOLOGY AND RESULT

Heritage SitedNot Located within a Heritage Area or the Philadelphia Historic District

The direct visitor expenditure impact for heritage sitex located within a Heritage Area or the
Philadelphia Historic Distriecs assessed by aggregating the tesdior the 12Heritage Areas
and the Philadelphia Historic Distrieind extrapolating those results to the other 52 heritage
sites.

Combining expenditures at all 12 heritage areas with the Historic Philadelphia cultural district
visitor expenditures wilds the following expenditure pattern:

1 $229.7 million spent on lodging

1 $289.3 million spent on dining

1 $238.7 million spent on shopping

1 $237.9 million spent on attractions, transportation, and other costs

The 52 other heritage sites hawetotal visitation of 952,565 This representan additional
visitation of 3.1 percenbeyond those visitors accounted for in the 12 heritage areas and the
Philadelphia Historic District Applying the expenditure patterns above to these additional
visitors yields the fédwing,totaling $30.7 million

1 $7.1 million spent on lodging
1 $8.9 million spent on dining
1 $7.4 million spent on shopping

1 $7.3 million spent on attractions, transportation, and other costs

Heritage Areas

HeritagPA commissioned a study in 2008 caliedt 02y 2YA O LYLI OG0 27F
Heritage Areasfor eight of the 12Heritage Areasvithin the Commonwealthusing the Money
Generation Model (MGM2), an analytical model designed by Michigan State University that
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assesses the local economic impacHafritage Areagnd national parks. The study was used
to extrapolate its economic impact findings to the total H2ritage Area$o estimate visitor
expenditures at these sites.

GeCRO2Yy2YAO LYLI OGO 27F t Syrepar’s & @ialyofh §8B@&milliorSiNA ( | 3 S
direct spending for the studied eight sites, which had an estimated 2008 total attendance of

18.0 million. Of this amount, $168.3 million is expenditures by visitors staying overnight in
hotels and other lodging; $88.0 million is expendis by visitors camping or staying with

families and friends; and $44.6 million is expenditures byajtibwn daytrippers.

The MGM2 model involves either a short or long form on which the participating entity, in this
case the eight PNeritage Areasenters a series of input data. The model then calculates the
economic impact outputs. The MGM long form provides a detailed calculation of spending
patterns which, in summary, yield the following allocations of expenditures inHbetage
Areas

1 48.3% 6 expenditures by visitors staying overnight in hotels is spent on lodging
1 33.9% of all nothodging expenditures are on dining

1 33.5% of all noflodging expenditures are on shopping

1 18.4% of all notlodging expenditures are on gasoline and other transpastatosts
1 14.2% of all not#hodging expenditures are on admissions and fees

Applying these expenditure patterns to the total of direct spending ($300.9 million) yields the
following:

7 $81.3 million spent on lodging

1 $74.4 million spent on dining

1 $73.6 milliom spent on shopping

1 $40.4 million spent on gasoline and other transportation costs
1 $31.2 million spent on admissions and fees

Extrapolating these expenditures to all twelteritage Areaswith total visitation of 25.5
million, yields the following expentlire pattern for the 12Heritage Areastotaling $425.3
million:
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$114.9 million spent on lodging
$105.2 million spent on dining
$104.0 million spent on shopping

$57.1 million spent on gasoline and other transportation costs

- == =2 =2 =

$44.1 million spent on admissgie and fees

Philadelphia Historic District

The general approach for assessing the direct economic impact of heritage tourism in the
Historic Philadelphia cultural distristd dza Ay 3 GKS NBadz 6&a 2F ! NbIl Yy
expenditures, and drapolating the data to 2009 while also considering the increase in cost of
living during that same period. Urban Partners completed an independent assessatikeukt

& ¢ E&nomic Impact of Visitor Expenditures in the Philadelphia Historic Disii2007. The

district generally includes the portion of Center City Philadelphia east"dtieet, south of

Vine Street, and north of Spruce Street. This area includes many ohdinguee heritage
attractions in Philadelphia: the Independence National tddis Park (INHP), National

/ 2yadaAiddziazy [/ SYyGagSNI 6b// 0z . Siae wz2aa | 2dzasSz
Seaport Museum, among others. The analysis was based on 1,041 visitor surveys completed
during Summer2007.

The study found a totakported aggregate visitation at these facilities of 5.26 million from 4.24
million different visitors. For 3.54 million of these visitors, the cultural district attractions were
their primary reasonfor visiting Philadelphia.Ninety-two percent of thegs Historic District
motivated visitors traveled to Philadelphia from beyond one hour awayhese visitors
generated$521.7 millionin direct spending, including $106.9 million at hotels, $171.5 million
on dining, $125.5 million on shopping, and $118.0iomlon attractions, parking, and other
expenditures.

Aggregate 2009 visitation at these facilities is reported at 5.5 milli@an3.76 percenincrease
over the 2007 visitation figure of 5.3 million. During that period tost of living index rose 3.5
percent Adjusting for additional visitation and cost increases, we estimate the following 2009
economic impacts for th@hiladelphia Historic Distri€acilities, totalings560.1 million in direct
spending

1 $114.8 million spent at hotels

1 $184.1 millionspent on dining
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1 $134.7 million spent on shopping

1 $126.7 million spent on attractions, parking, and other expenditures

Total Visitor Expenditures

The total estimated annual direct visitor expenditures for 2GIEO by the 31.9 million
visitors to the 12 heritage areasPhiladelphia Historic Districand 52 other heritage sitess
$1.026 billion These expenditures include:

1 $236.8 million spent on lodging
1 $298.1 million spent on dining
1 $246.1 million spent on shopping

1 $245.2 million spent on attractia) transportation, and other costs
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APPENDIXN ¢ ADDITIONAL DETAIL BEONOMIC AND FISCAL IMPACT FROM
HERITAGE TOURISM OPERATING EXPENDITURES AND VISITOR SPENDING

TableN.1¢ Industry Distribution of Estimated otal Expenditurelmpactwithin the

Commonwvealth of Pennsylvania Resulting froleritage Tourism Operating Expenditures and

Visitor Spendingin 2010$M)

Rank Industry Expenditures % of Total

1 Accommodation and food services $581 20%

2 Other services $370 13%

3 Retail trade $351 12%

4 Manudcturing $271 9%

5 Real estate and rental and leasing $204 7%
Other Industries $1,111 38%
All Industries $2,887 100%

Source: US Department of Commerd&ureau of Economic Analysis (20P8nnsylvania Historical and Museum

Commissiorf2010), HeritagPA (2008), Urban Partners (2007, 2010), Econsult Corpor2€ibf) (
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TableN.2¢ Industry Distribution of Estimated otal Employmentimpactwithin the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania Resulting frdderitage Tourism Operating Expenditures and
Visitor Spendindin 2010$M)

Industry Employment % of Total

1 Accommodation and food services 11,530 14.1%

2 Retail trade 5,801 7.1%

3 Other services 5,216 6.4%

4 Arts, entertainment, and recreation 4,271 5.2%

5 Transportation and warehousing 2,128 2.6%
Other Industries 7,867 13%
All Industries 36,812 100%

Source: US Department of Commegd&ureau of Economic Analysis (20P8nnsylvania Historical and Museum
Commissiorf2010), HeritagePA (2008), Urban Partners (2007, 2010), Econsult Corp&@fidn (

TableN.3¢ EstimatedTotal Fiscalmpactwithin the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania Resulting
from Heritage Tourism Operating Expenditures and Visitor Spendin@010$M)

Personal Income $26.1
Sales and Use $50.8
Corporate Net Income $12.4
Total $89.3

Source: US Department of Commerd&ureau of Economic Analysis (20P8nnsylvania Historical and Museum
Commissiorf2010), HeritagePA (2008), Urban Partners (2007, 2010), Econsult Corp&@fidn (
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APPENDIXO ¢ ADDITIONAL GLOSSARY OHISTORIC PRESBERNDN
PROGRAMS, DESIGNATIONS, AND RESOURCES AVAILABLE TO ANL
INCORPORATED BY COMMUNITIES WITHIN THE COMMONWEALTH

Elm Street The EIm Street program is a newer revitalization grant program administered by the
PennsylvanidDepartment of Community and Econ@rDevelopment Its goal is to revitalize
residential corridors connected to or adjacent to downtown commercial districts. Elm Street
follows a fivepoint approach, similar to the Main Street fepoint approach.

Heritage Regiondieritage areas are lige geographic regions or corridors containing significant
NBE&a2dz2NOSa 2F adldsS YR yIdA2yFtf AyGSNBad GKI
has 12 heritage areas across the state coordinated byithierella organization HeritadgA.

Presere America The Preserve America program is a federal initiative that encourages and
adzLJLI2 Na O2YYdzyAite SFF2NIa G2 LINBaSNBS GKS
program includes community and volunteer recognition, grants, and awards.

Pennsylvaia Historical and Museum Commission (PHMIZ)e PHMC is the official history

agency of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. It is responsible for the collection, conservation,
FYR AYOGSNILINBOGFGA2Y 2F tSyyaet gl yAalNAOaK AKAIRNAN
sites. The PHMC offers a variety of grants to communities and organizations for preservation
purposes.

Act 167/ HARB Also known as the Historic District Act, Act 167 authorizes counties, cities,
boroughs, and incorporated townships to ate historic districts within their geographic
boundaries and appoint Histiar Architectural Review Boar@slARBs) The Act empowers such
political bodies to protect the historic character of the districts by regulating the construction,
alteration, or demolition of buildings.

Certified Local Government (CLG@he CLG program was created by the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 to ensure that local governments are eligible to receive federal
technical and financial assistance to strengthen theoal historic preservation efforts. Local
governments agree to expand their preservation activities in exchange for technical assistance
and matching grants.

National Historic District (designated by tiNational Register of Historic Plage# national
historic district, defined by the National Register of Historic Places, is a geographically definable
area possessing a significant concentration, linkage, or continuity of sites, buildings, structures,
or objects united by past events or aestheticallygsn or physical development. Buildings
within such districts are eligible for federal assistance.
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APPENDIR ¢ ADDITIONAL DETAIL ONE MAIN STREET PROGRAM

The Main Street program is a -§@arold national movement created and sponsored by the
National¢ NHzA G F2NJ | A&ad2NAO t NSBASNDIFGA2yQa al Ay {
downtown districts through sustained investment and preservati@sed economic

RS@PSt 2SSy io ¢KS alAy {dNBSG /SyGidSNRa YAiaaa
communities to achieve ongoing downtown and neighborhood district revitalization based

upon the principles of selfetermination, resource conservation, and incremental
transformation represented through the comprehensive Main Street Fo@rA y i ! LILINR | O
The Four Point approach is the basis on which every Main Street program must operate; the
National Trust Main Street Center requires that the Four Point approach be followed and
implemented for the community to be acknowledged as a Main Street Program. foline

points include:

1 OrganizationBuildingpartnerships, establishing consensus, and working toward the same
goal

1 Promotion:Creatinga positive image through advertising, special events, and marketing
1 DesignCreatingan attractive and inviting atnmgphere through physical appearance

1 Economic Restructuringuildinga viable commercial district through a successful business
mix

To most effectively administer the more than 2,000 Main Street programs nationwide, the Main
Street Center created a natiahnetwork of coordinating programs at the state, regional, and
local levels. Within the Commonwealth the Main Street coordinating program is the
Pennsylvani®owntown CentePDC). PDitas helped each Main Street communaithin the
Commonwealth jump-start its program, and continues to providengoing technical
preservation assistancePDCalso works with the Main Street Center to offer local Main Street
communities the latest preservation trends and tools to assist with revitalization.

SincePD(hegan in 1987, more than 100 communities across the Commonwealth have applied

to become Main Street communities. Acceptance as a Main Street community allows member
communities to apply for a Main Street Designation grant that funds the operational startup
overafivee SI NJ LISNA2RX &LISOAFTFAOLIfte | aGlIFF LISNER2Z2Y
loan fund. Operational grants of up to $200,000 are available from/teY Y2y ¢S f (1 KQ
Department of Community and Economic Development (DCED), with a $02&@€ch
requirement.
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Once the designation period has ended, Main Street communities are eligible to apply for
subsequent revitalization grants through DCED. DCED offers various grants to communities of
all types across the Commonwealth pursuing preagon-related revitalization projects.
Grants include:

 Facade Improvement Grant&vailableto Main Street (as part of the"@through 5" years
of Designation) as well as ndfain Street core communitiesup to $30,000 per year with
a required match

1 Main Street Achiever Grantéwvailableonly to core communities implementing the Four
Point Approach for a period of three years

1 Planning GrantsAvailableto all eligible communitieg up to $25,000

1 Downtown Reinvestment Grant&vailableto all PA munipalities for downtown projects,
up to $500,000

1 Anchor Building Grant# grantto-loan available to a public or private ngmofit entity in
any municipality to develop a revolving loan fundp to $500,000

Main Street communities also often pursudederal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credits to
rehabilitate buildings in their commercial districts. The program offers federal income tax
credits to the owner for a percentage of the qualified capital costs to rehabilitate certified
historic buildings thahouse incomeproducing operations.

Because of the wide range of communities, revitalization goals, and funding sources, as well as
limitations of available public funding, there are varying levels of involvement in the

I 2YY2y 6SI t (K Qgrograrh thdgdy. {SomelE@nimunities remain active members,
continuing to use the resources BDCand applying for grants through DCED only available to
designated Main Street communities. Others have become less active, continuing the Main
Street approach to reviteing their downtowns but operating independently frddDC These
communities are still eligible for select grants, such as the Main Street Achiever grant. Yet
another group of communities, with their organization firmly established, has ceased their Ma
Street membership. Planning grants from DCED are still available to these communities, but
they have found other means for raising sustainable operating income. In any event, it is clear
GKFG 22AYyAy3 (GKS /1 2YY2y4S| { @BCAss asaistell younflessNE S (i
communities across the state initiate and implement their preservabased downtown
revitalization agendas. Many have become models for aspiring downtown success stories to
emulate.
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APPENDIXQ ¢ ADDITIONAL DETAIL OBASE STUD COMMUNITIES IN
PENNSYLVANIA

Q.1  Phoenixville
Q.1.1 Community History

The Borough oPhoenixvilleis a growing municipality located just west of the Valley Forge
National HistoricalPark at the junction of the Schuylkill River and French Creek in maorthe
Chester County. These waterways had much to do with its industrial past, aiding in the
production of iron and steel, for which the Borough became woeldowned. During the early
twentieth century, Phoenixville was a significant manufacturing cented Aome to the
Phoenix Iron and Steel Companihe Phoenix Works produced a patented gun used in the Civil
War, as well as rails and structural supports used for buildings, bridges, and viaducts around the
world. Producing over 500 tons of steel each,d&g company employed over 2,000 people.

As a result of these employment opportunities, Phoenixville was settled by a populace of
diverse cultural, racial, and ethnic backgrounds.

By the 1980s, Phoenixville Works was in decline as a result of the weonrend steel industry

in Pennsylvania. All steel production in Phoenixville ceased by 1984. The Borough entered a
LISNA2R 2F RSOfAYyS Ayili2 GKS mddona Fa | NBadz d
time when dense urban communities wetesing population to the increasingly sprawling

suburbs, epitomized in Chester County. Stores in downtown Phoenixville became shuttered

and commercial activity slowed significantly. Even the historic Colonial Theater, a centerpiece

of the community that2 LISY SR A& R22NHE AY wMdno RdAdzZNAYy3I t Kz
famous by the filming of the Blob, closed its doors in 1996.

t K2SYAEQGATESQa KFENR (GAYSa 6SNB TFIFLANI & akKz2NI f
was purchased by the Phoenitkwi Area Economic Development Corporation (PAEDCO) and

soon after by the Association for the Colonial Theater (ACT). PAEDCO also purchased the
remaininghistoric Phoenix Works foundry buildingy Moy G2 O2y @SNIL A G G2
event space. ACT reopened the Colonial Theater in 1999 and continued improvements into the
2000s. By the beginning of thespOSy (i dzZNBE X t K2SYAEQGAf £ SQa S02y2)
underway.

| O0O2NRAYy3I (G2 GKS wnnn [/ Syadzas trkid@ 50660t f SQ4&
1990. Population estimates for 2009, however, indicate an increase to 16,643. It can be
assumed that the downtown renaissance is reflected in this estimate as people are increasingly
choosing the Borough as a place to live.
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dal Ay ih@ne&hikville€ is actually Bridge Streea 6-block long corridor stretching from
Prospect Street on the west to Ashland Strertthe east (see Figui@.1).

FigureQ.1¢ Bridge $reet,t K2 SYAEBA Yt § GRB $a Q

w
=
£
=
A
pshland St
The Pickering
g Mill St “\a‘\ds\ Creek Inn
A Restauant & Pub
a2 1 -
e : 13 =
@ Taylot ey Iren Hill Brewery (5] “ St
2 & Restaurant Marly's
Ay Molly Maguire's = Ih” velt
Salon Fiber %3 Taylor Irish!R: srant
Salon Fiber ¥ yaddy Mims
Volfgan - T e : 11 Daddy Mims
USAKits _ Books g Colon ecicry T8
. . -] fiee House: a
liza's
B Bakery I} o prospect St o
O'Donnell Weiss g~ Cleaners “ o)
& Mattel Law FYUSW?ES‘ w St Peter's ]
C:) Tt n-Episcopal (01}
n = ‘."5%_ Sacred Church =
Pmspea‘.s‘- — = 5 Heart Church =
W p m \ 3
Appliance o8 ) a
Alliance = 0 yrch St a
= cl 300
[ E st
<D Ghureh St = el

ot
eal
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Bridge Street is lined with historic storefronts containing retailers of all types, including
restaurants, bars, home furnishings stores, and other commtsgtying amenities. The street

is also home to small profash 2y I f odzaAySaasSao ¢tKNBS 2F GKS
buildings round out the business district as waejl the Colonial Theater and the

{ dZLISNAYGSYRSyidQa .dzAfRAY3I 2y . NAR3IS {GNBSG=
Bridge Street on SViain Street. Each of these buildings, along with several building fagades,

KFa O2yi{iNRAROdzi SR (2 alAy {GiUNBSIG tK2SyAEQOAff SQa

Main Street Phoenixville began in 2001, when it applie®?BCfor a Designation grant toeg
the program underway. Like most Main Street communities, Phoenixville begadefaca
improvements, paid for by KD funds provided to the program during the designation period.

Its current manager is Barry Cassidy, although he actually works as apprvetov but serves
as de facto Main Street manager.

ECONSULT CORPORATION FINAL UNFORMATTEBPORQJ November22, 2011
URBAN PARTNERS



Initially, Main Street Phoenixville experienced challenges getting the program started. The first
manager focused entirely on planning events and did not effectively reach out to the
downtown businesss. Mr. Cassidy was the first to meet with businesses and community
stakeholders to begin forming a vision for Bridge Street and the downtown. Prior to the Main
Street program, Phoenixville merchants felt they were not in demand in the local region, and
that Phoenixville had a negative stigma. Merchants were enthusiastic about the Main Street
program for their business district and hoped that it would bring prestige and recognition to the
R2oylG28y® { Ay O0S (KS LINE 3INI sessed iy tbeSdgiomaipifes A (
to having a Phoenixville address because of the tremendous success of the downtown, and the
downtown merchants are extremely proud of that success.

Once its designation period ended in 2005, Main Street Phoenixville ceasedbership with

PDGwhile continuing to pursue its arts and entertainment strategy for downtown revitalization,

odzi AdAftf F2tf2a GKS C2dz2NJ t 2Ayd | LILINBI OK® ¢
four points- blending design and economicsorMain Street Phoenixville, historic preservation

is a key theme among all of the points. Mr. Cassidy reports that the downtown merchants and
business owners truly understand the importance of preservation in revitalizing Phoenixville.

They look to MairStreet Phoenixville as having a lead role in downtown preservation, and look

to the organization as a resource.

The Borough has a historical architectural review board (HARB) that advises Borough officials
on matters affecting architecture, design, apdeservation. With a planning grant from the
County and Borough, Mr. Cassidy wrote the HARB guidelines to Secretary of the Interior
standards, and maintains a position on the HARB. This arrangement forms a direct connection
0SGsSSYy GKS . BnNRedeiv&tiOnaanditliel d¢s@ré encouraged by Main Street
Phoenixville. As a result, the HARB is a key preservation partner with the Main Street program,
along with the Borough of Phoenixville.

Q.1.3 Key Preservation Projects and Investments

Main Stree¢ Phoenixville has administered a variety of preservatielated projects using a

variety of funding sources, including historic tax credits, fagade improvement grants, and
private investment. Even before Main Street Phoenixville existed in 2001, tlwuddortook

advantage of the federal historic tax credit program, rehabbing several buildings at a 2010 cost

2F bPmModT YA EfAZ2YOD {AYyOS alAy {GNBSIG tK2SyAE(
rehabilitate five more buildings in downtown Phoenixvilietaling about 40,000 square feet,

with total project costs of about $9 milliofsee TableQ.1). Several other recent preservation

projects have been administered by Main Street Phoenixville that did not use historic tax
credits such as the Colonial Téwer, which received funds for rehabilitation from the
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Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commisgisee Table Q.2. All told, Main Street
Phoenixville administered or participated in the completion or rehabilitation of buildings whose
public and privateinvestment amounts to a total of approximately $24 million since the
organization began in 2001.

TableQ.1¢ Federal RehabilitationTax Credit Projects Administered by Main Street

Phoenixville

Project Type Year Investment
Phoenixville Foundryl Commeial 2009 $4.7M
Superintendents Commercial 2009 $2.4M
Building

249 Bridge Street MixeeJse 2003 $0.1M

235 Bridge Street MixeelUse 2008 $1.4M

307 Vanderslice Stre| Residential 2007 $0.6M
TOTAL $9.1M

SourcePennsylvania Historical and Museum Q@aission(2010)
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TableQ.2- Other Historic PreservatiorProjects Administered by Main Street Phoenixville

Project Type Investment
Colonial Theater Commercial $2,000,000
Iron Hill Building MixedJse $2,800,000
Mimms Building MixedUse $800,000
Justie Center Office $3,000,000
Gateway Building Office $3,400,000
Legacy Properties MixedJse $2,000,000
Gooddavage Properties MixedJse $300,000
Molly McGuires Commercial $800,000
Facade Program Commercial $150,000
TOTAL $15,250,000

SourceNational Trust for Historic Preservati¢®010) Pennsylvaniddistoricaland Museum Commissio (2010)

Q.2 Gettysburg

Q.21 Community History

Gettysburgis a historic community located among the vast fertile farmlands of Adams County

in Southcentral Pennsylv@a, just north of theMason5 A E 2 y

[ Ay So

DSG G e ao dzNJ

traced to the late 18 century when a local resident named Samuel Gettys built a tavern in
1775 to serve travelers between Pittsburgh, Baltimore, and Philadeldbiieven years latehé

In 1826, the Lutheran Theological Seminary was
established, followed soon after by the founding of its sister institution, Gettysburg College, in
1832. By the mid nineteenth century, the Gettysburg Railroad waer construction and

Borough of Gettysburg was incorporated.

O2YLX SGSR Ay
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At that time, tensions were brewing between the Union and Confederacy over slavery, leading
to the outbreak of the Civil War in 1861. After an advance of the Cerdgel army northward,

the famous threeday battle broke out with the Union army in Gettysburg in July of 1863.
Having suffered significant losses, the Confederate army retreated to Virginia after the third day
of fighting. The Battle of Gettysburg resdtin 50,000 American casualties. Later that year,
President Abraham Lincoln delivered the famous Gettysburg Address at Gettysburg National
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Cemetery on Cemetery Hill. The community spent years recovering from the devastating
battle.

Because ofitsldcU A 2y X F ANAR Odzf G dzNB LI @SR Fy AYLRNILF yI
the Civil War. And because of its importance in the war, tourism became a new and more
significant industry for the town. Over the course of the next century, the citizens of
Gettysburg worked to preserve the famous battlefield along with other key buildings and
NBaz2dz2NOSa GKFEG O2y iNRo0dzGS (2 GKS 26y Q& dzyAlj dz
. 2NRdzZaKQa fFNHS&AG SO2y2YAO 3ISYSNI (2 N®

According to the 2000 Census,{Gé € 4 6 dzZNA Q& LJ2 LYz | GA2Y gFa TIndg
Population estimates for 2009 indicate a continued modest increase to 8,072.

Q22 DSGGeaodzZNBEQa al Ay {GNBSO tNRBINIY

The Main Street Gettysburg organization oversees an area in the Borougheskwoie Lincoln

Square, including the immediate downtown, as well as various districts encompassing the
Lutheran Seminary and Seminary Hill to the west, Gettysburg College to the north, and the
Steinwehr Avenue area near Gettysburg National Cemetery tostheéh (seeFigure Q.2.

| 26 SOSNE GKS o0dzfl 2F (GKS 2NHIYATFiA2yQa Ay@S:
surrounding Lincoln Square for several blocks, particularly to the south, east, and west.
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FigureQ.2¢ Downtown Gettysburg and Surroundg Districts

Source: Google Mag2010)

Located throughout the districts of Gettysburg, but particularly in the immediate downtown

area, are a variety of restaurants, bars, inns, home furnishings/antique stores, galleries, and
gift/souvenir stores. Thdistricts are also home to various small professional businesses. Aside

from a few buildings at Gettysburg College and the Lutheran Seminary, the downtown district
O2y iUl Aya GUKS odz]l 2F (GUKS . 2NRdzZAKQA Yaheatdr, A O2y A
David Wells House, and the Gettysburg train station. Each of these buildings, along with several
0dzAf RAYy3 Tl oelrRSas KIFa O2yGNARO6dziSR G2 al Ay { (N

Main Street Gettysburg began in 1984, and is oneheffirst and oldest Main Street programs
in the Commonwealth. Its current manager is Deborah Adamik, who took over the role of
President and CEO of Main Street Gettysburg in 2007.
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